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|. THE BIBLE. 


A. “Discuss the term ‘Inspiration of Scriptures.” 


According to 2 Tim 3:16-17, “All Scripture is inspired by God and profitable for 
teaching, for reproof, for correction, for training in righteousness; so that 
the man of God may be adequate, equipped for every good work.” This is to 
say, literally, as the NIV expresses it, the Holy Scriptures are “God-breathed” (Gk., 
8edTrveuoTOG). Thus, it is that Word which proceeds out from the Person and Being of 
God, in all of His attendant Majesty and Perfections. With this thought in mind, perhaps 
it would be better and more accurate to speak of the “expiration” of Scripture, as 
opposed to its “inspiration” (which might tend to create in one’s mind the false 
impression that inspiration involves a process whereby God breathes some sort of 
divine authority into a pre-existent entity whose ultimate origins actually do not arise 
from God). Inspiration thus addresses the question of the origin and nature of the 
Scripture; the Scriptures originate with God, who is their Divine Author and Creator, and 
who spoke them into existence just as assuredly as also He spoke the physical cosmos 
(Ps. 33:6) and the Human Race (Gen. 2:7) into being. Even though this Word came 
through the channel of divinely appointed men, it is still God’s Word. This is, of course, 
consistent with the familiar declaration and preamble associated with the OT prophets 
“Thus sayeth the LORD!” 


In that the Scriptures are the product of Divine creation, and because they originate 
from the very Person of God, they cannot, therefore be found in error, nor contain any 
sort of falsehood or moral impurity, for God is holy (Isa. 6:3), omniscient (I John 3:20), 
and true (John 3:33). Thus, “...thy word is truth. (John 17:17)” 


It should be observed, at this juncture, that technically speaking, it is not the human 
authors who were “inspired,” but rather, the writings themselves, objectively, which were 
inspired—indeed, down to the very words of the original autographs. Theories of 
inspiration which speak of the human authors (as with, for example, the “Natural 
inspiration” theory), or even of the readers (as with Barthianism), as being inspired are 
therefore inevitably defective. Further, we would observe that, technically speaking, 
inspiration only refers to written and inscripturated revelation, and not that which was 
merely spoken. Thus, the Words of Christ, until written down by His Apostles after His 
Ascension, were both revelatory and inerrant, but not inspired, in the technical sense. 


Because various defections from the historic, orthodox view of inspiration within recent 
years, accompanied by increasingly clever, almost Orwellian redefinitions of what the 
term “inspiration” actually means, it has become necessary for us to elaborate, using 
ever-more precise, special terminologies when we define our views of inspiration. To 
simply say that one believes in “inspiration” will no longer suffice, because many will 
comfortably employ this term who actually believe that the Bible is nothing more than a 
product of human genius, in the manner of a Shakespeare play (“Natural Inspiration”), 
or who believe that the Bible is “inspired” like any other fine Christian book, such as the 
writings of Augustine, or Luther (the “Spiritual Illumination Theory”). Others will speak of 


either “Partial” or “Concept” inspiration, or inspiration by “degrees.” Still others, holding 
to a “Moral Theory” of Inspiration, think that the Bible is truthful on doctrinal or salvific 
issues, but errant on historical or scientific matters (but cf. John 3:12!). Such men are 
often very devious in their mode of expression, even claiming to believe in inerrancy. An 
example would be Ray Summers, in the Baptist Standard, 1970: “Il confess the 
infallibility and inerrancy of the Scriptures in accomplishing God’s purpose for them—to 
give man the revelation of God in His redemptive love through Jesus Christ.” What he 
really means is that the Bible is inspired only when it tells us how to get saved—“God’s 
purpose for them’—but not necessarily when it speaks concerning something else (e.g., 
such as the manner of Earth’s origins, or upon the matter the historical development of 
human civilization). 


Given this aforementioned variety of modern defections and the artful use of language 
employed by the adherents of these perspectives, we therefore find ourselves required, 
in the name of clarity, to amplify our statement affirming the traditional view of 
inspiration in the following manner: 


“| believe in verbal, plenary, infallible, and unlimited inerrant inspiration of the Bible.” 


In breaking this affirmation or credo down to its particulars, we assert and avow the 
following: 


1. “Verbal:” Divine inspiration extends to the very words—not merely the concepts 
or general ideas —of Sacred Scripture. Our Lord Jesus—whose testimony is the 
ultimate proof and crowning vindication of historic orthodoxy—demonstrated with 
the uttermost clarity, during His earthly ministry, His belief that the very choice of 
words found within the writings of the Law, the Prophets, and the Writings, came 
directly from God. Examples of this can be found in Matt. 5:18, in His declaration 
that even the very letters of Scripture are the product of Divine Inspiration ("For 
truly | say to you, until heaven and earth pass away, not the smallest letter or 
stroke shall pass from the Law until all is accomplished.”). Elsewhere, in His 
contention with the Pharisees in Matt. 22:44 regarding the Divinity of Messiah, 
our Lord’s entire argument hinges upon the simple OT phrase “my Lord,” found in 
Psalm 110:1. Further, in His dispute with the Sadducees concerning the matter of 
the Resurrection, He reminded them of the teaching of Exodus 3:6: “| AM THE 
GOD OF ABRAHAM, AND THE GOD OF ISAAC, AND THE GOD OF JACOB'? 
He is not the God of the dead but of the living" (Matt 22:32). Here, His argument 
rests upon the present tense of a single verb (“I am’, as opposed to “I was”). A 
similar situation exists in John 10:34, where He focuses upon the usage of a 
single word, “gods,” as it is employed within Psalm 82:6. Ultimately, He tells 
Satan (an angelic spirit; thus, not an argument ad hominem) that “man shall not 
live on bread alone, but on EVERY WORD that proceeds out of the mouth of 
God” (Matt. 4:4). With regard to the so-called “Concept Inspiration” Theory, see 
also 1 Cor 2:13: “...which things we also speak, not in words taught by human 
wisdom, but in those taught by the Spirit, combining spiritual {thoughts} with 
spiritual {words.}” 


2. “Plenary:” The totality of Scripture—the entire Bible—is from God; not merely its 
various parts and particular components (cf. 2 Tim. 3:16: “A// Scripture is inspired 
by God...”). Again, in reference to our Lord’s teaching in Matthew 5 concerning 
the authority of Scripture, He speaks in verse 17 of the Law and the Prophets— a 
commonly understood designation for the totality of the OT Canon. Also, in Luke 
22:44, He instructs His disciples regarding the inevitability of the fulfillment of 
Scriptural prophecy, stating “...that all things which are written about Me in the 
Law of Moses and the Prophets and the Psalms must be fulfilled." Here, we see 
the common Jewish threefold-designation of the Hebrew Canon (identical to the 
39-Book OT Canon of modern Protestant acceptance and tradition) being 
granted Divine Authority. 


3. “Unlimited inerrancy”: Again, infallibility and inerrancy are not limited to matters 
of “faith and morals,” but extend unto all matters that the authors of Scripture 
chose to address (history, geography, the natural sciences, etc.). It is noteworthy 
that our Lord, in anticipation of the modern Higher Critics, ascribed an absolute 
historicity unto those events that are most commonly dismissed as mythological 
absurdity by many of today’s academic commentators, including the story of 
Adam and Eve (Matt. 19:3-5), the Great Flood (Matt. 24:38-39), and the story of 
Jonah and the great fish (Matt. 12:40). 


With regard to inspiration, if 2 Tim. 3:16 stands as the classic text with reference to the 
nature of Scripture, then 2 Peter 1:19-21 holds similar status with reference to those 
questions dealing with the process through which the phenomenon of Scripture came 
into existence. Whilst the Scriptures are God’s Words, arising from His initiative and 
finding their ultimate point of origin from within Him (v. 20-21), God nonetheless chose 
to speak through the instrumentality of human beings (“...but men moved by the Holy 
Spirit spoke from God”). These men, however were borne along by the Holy Spirit 
(compare with the terminology of Acts 27:15, regarding the Euraquilo bearing along the 
ship in the storm). While the human authors were not asleep, and their own emotions 
and experiences were very much involved in the finished product (e.g., the personal 
confession of sin and the cry for forgiveness and cleansing expressed within Psalm 51), 
it is nonetheless true that God so supernaturally superintended, and was such an 
overruling presence in the process, that the human writers, in the end, said exactly what 
God wanted them to say down to the very choice of words. This is, of course, ultimately, 
very mysterious; yet, it must be received in faith. 


With all of the above in mind, we must therefore reject mechanical-dictation theories 
(embraced by some medieval divines, as well as by some modern Fundamentalists) as 
a viable explanation accounting for the origin of Scripture. Such theories (which make 
the human authors nothing more than bare amanuenses, not unlike Muslim theories 
concerning the origin of the Koran) are the equivalent of Docetic Christological 
Theories, attempting to destroy the human element in the written Word (even as Docetic 
Christological Theories attempt to destroy the true Humanity of the Living Word, Jesus 
Christ). With regard to the controversial human element (“How can the Bible come from 
humans, and still not have mistakes?”), let us observe that even as the Living Word was 
truly Human, as well as truly Divine, and yet, was perfect and without error and sin 


(Heb. 4:15), so too can the written Word of God come to us from human hands, and yet 
still be perfect, and without error and sin (John 17:17). 


In light of all that has been spoken, we may speak of inspiration in terms of the following 
definition, which comes from Charles C. Ryrie, of Dallas Theological Seminary: 


“God superintended the human authors of the Bible so that they composed and 
recorded without error His message to mankind in the words of their original writings.” 


| like this brief definition, because while concise and succinct, it manages to hit quite a 
number of bases. It speaks, for example, of God’s superintendence (purposeful and 
assured guidance, though not always in the manner of simple dictation) of the human 
instrumentality who composed (again, the human writers were not unconscious) 
without error (unlimited inerrancy) God’s message (it didn’t arise out of human initiative; 
this is God’s Book) in the words of their original writings (only the original autographs 
were inspired; an idea not apparently understood by today’s KJV-only advocates). 





B. Give a clear view of the importance of Scripture in the ministry of the local 
church. 


With regard to this question, let us initially observe that it is an elemental principal of the 
Christian Faith that there can be no meaningful ministry whatsoever without absolute 
reliance upon the Word of God on all levels. 


In the first place, there can be no evangelism of any kind without the proclamation of the 
Word. God has made it abundantly clear that this is the divinely appointed means 
through which He chooses to redeem people in this world of sin. 


Rom. 10:17: "So faith {comes} from hearing, and hearing by the word of Christ.” 
John 5:24: "Truly, truly, I say to you, he who hears My word, and believes Him 
who sent Me, has eternal life, and does not come into judgment, but has passed 
out of death into life.” 


God is able to give new life unto those who, in conjunction with the preaching of the 
Word, are, through the power of the Holy Spirit, given spiritual eyes and ears (Matt. 
13:23: "And the one on whom seed was sown on the good soil, this is the man who 
hears the word and understands it; who indeed bears fruit and brings forth, some 
a hundredfold, some sixty, and some thirty."). 


Secondly, there can be no growth and progressive sanctification in the Christian Life 
outside of the ministry of the Word. There are no short-cuts here; this is the divinely 
appointed means through which God acts. 


Eph. 5:25-27: “Husbands, love your wives, just as Christ also loved the church and 
gave Himself up for her, so that He might sanctify her, having cleansed her by 
the washing of water with the word, that He might present to Himself the 


church inall her glory, having no spot or wrinkle or any such thing; but that she 
would be holy and blameless.” 


So fundamental and imperative is this truth, that the Lord has given us a lasting 
Ordinance in order to vitally impress it upon our dull minds. 


John 13:10: “Jesus said to him, "He who has bathed needs only to wash his feet...” 


Jesus also reminds us in His High Priestly Prayer that the powerful, dynamic, life- 
changing Word is the specially appointed agent of sanctification. 


John 17:17: "Sanctify them in the truth; Your word is truth.“ 


The Word claims that it is all-sufficient for our spiritual development and for our general 
emotional difficulties. It is “profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, 
for training in righteousness; so that the man of God may be adequate, 
equipped for every good work (2 Tim. 3:16-17),” and we are further told “that His 
divine power has granted to us everything pertaining to life and godliness, 
through the true knowledge of Him who called us by His own glory and 
excellence (2 Peter 1:3).” These are impressive and sweeping declarations, to be 
apprehended in simple faith. 


This Word is the Word of Life (Deut. 32:47, Phil. 2:16), it is our sustaining Bread (Matt. 
4:4), sweeter than honey (Ps. 119:103), and it is the solid vital nourishment that brings 
us unto maturity (I Cor. 3:1-2, Hebrews 5:11-14). It is powerful and effective, “For the 
word of God is living and active and sharper than any two-edged sword, and 
piercing as far as the division of soul and spirit, of both joints and marrow, 


and able to judge the thoughts and intentions of the heart (Heb 4:12).” It is 
supposed to be employed by us, as God’s People, as the final basis of persuasion and 
teaching (Acts 17:1-4). The Word will never ultimately return empty (Isa. 55:11). 


With all of these things in mind, it should not surprise us to learn of the immeasurable 
blessings enumerated in Psalm 119:1-16 that will surely fall upon a man through the 
reading and reflective contemplation of the Word. Through, it we learn to obey and it 
causes us to delight to do His will (Ps. 40:8). 


C. What is your understanding of the term “The Canon of Scripture?” 


The term arises from the Greek term (kanon) which refers to a “measuring rod,” “norm,” 
or “standard.” The term has come to refer to the authoritative list of the Books of the 
Bible which God’s People have come to recognize (as opposed to create), through the 
marvelous providence of God and through the historical superintendence of the Holy 
Spirit in the early centuries of Church History. These Books met certain standards of 
measurement that other ancient books (e.g., Tobit, The Gospel of Thomas, etc.) did not, 
and thus, are regarded as canonical. 


The term can also be used in another sense, which refers to the authority of these 
canonical books. Scripture itself is the canon, or standard and rule of life and doctrine. 


The established Canon of the OT—the Law, the Prophets, the Writings—was the official 
OT Canon that Christ recognized. Jesus clearly refers to the authority of this specific 
canon in various modes of expression (Matt. 5:17, Luke 24:44, etc.). Also, in Luke 
11:51, He outlines the breadth of the OT Canon that He recognizes by referring to the 
OT martyrs from Abel to Zechariah (in the Hebrew arrangement, the first and last books 
of the Tanakh—Gen. & 2 Chron.). Further, the NT quotes the OT approximately 250 
times—every book but Esther, Ecclesiastes, and the Song of Songs—but never the 
Apocrypha. 


In terms of the NT, canonical books were those clearly recognized by God’s People as 
having derived historically from Apostolic circles (either written by, or under the umbrella 
of influence of, an actual Apostle). Further, such books, by virtue of their self- 
authenticating spiritual authority and excellence, are not like other books, and 
historically, were overwhelmingly received by the early Christians (John 10:27). Such 
books are in harmony with the rest of Scripture, for God is not the author of confusion (I 
Cor. 14:33). Note that | Tim. 5:18 and 2 Peter 3:16 clearly betray the fact that already in 
Apostolic times, certain NT books were being regarded in canonical terms by the 
Primitive Church. 


Again, the Church did not create the canon (as with the Romanist view); it merely 
recognized that canon which God created, as providential circumstances required that 
the perimeters of the Canon be clearly understood, in the face of heresy. The Council of 
Carthage did not create the canon; it merely recognized what God’s People had 
already, mysteriously and spontaneously, come to understand regarding the true extent 
of the Canon, under God’s unseen guiding Hand and direction of early Church History. 
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ll. THE ONE TRUE GOD. 


A. What is your understanding of the term “Attributes of God?” Name the 
attributes that are most commonly emphasized. 


Theology Proper, a Word about God Himself, and the study of His character and 
attributes, is the proper starting point for any attempt to understand the meaning and 
nature of genuine Christian worship. If worship is properly directed unto God, and if it 
involves ascribing worth unto His Name and proclaiming both His goodness and His 
greatness, as well as living and serving in a manner that is both acceptable and 
pleasing unto Him, then it naturally follows that we must first of all know something 
about the God whom we claim to adore. 


In that some within the camp of modern, professed Evangelicalism have liberally 
borrowed various principles derived and imported from radical Process Theology and 
have now embraced a form of finite godism (including the denial of both God’s 
omniscience and His timeless eternality), it is crucial that the contemporary 
representatives of Biblical Theology and of historic Christian orthodoxy continuously, 
strenuously, and publicly reaffirm the Church’s historic allegiance to a God who is both 
Great (metaphysically) and Good (morally). 


Strong, in his Systemic Theology, has defined the concept of divine attributes in this 
wise: 


“...those distinguishing characteristics of the divine nature which are inseparable from the 
idea of God and which constitute the basis and ground for his various manifestations to his 
creatures.” 


God’s Attributes are thus that which reveal His intrinsic Nature, and deal with who and 
what He /s, as opposed to what He does (that is, His works). 


With regard to the categorization of God’s Attributes, different theologians have 
employed various schemes of arrangement, dependent upon what sort of contrast the 
respective theologian wishes to make (non-moral/moral, immanent/transitive, 
incommunicable/communicable, greatness/goodness, etc.). Some even refuse to 
engage in such categorization, finding such arrangements artificial (e.g., God’s “non- 
moral” attributes cannot be divided, ultimately, from the “moral” ones). While 
recognizing both the limitations and the validity of various methods of arrangement, we 
offer the following systematization. 


Certain divine attributes are incommunicable in nature—they cannot be shared with a 


creature. The incommunicable metaphysical attributes of Divine Greatness include the 
following: 
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Self-Existence (Ex. 3:14), Eternality (Ps. 90:1-2), /mmutability (James 1:17), 
Omnipresence (Ps. 139:7-19), Omniscience (Heb. 4:13), Omnipotence (Gen. 18:14), 
Perfection (Matt. 5:48), Infinity (Job 11:7), Incomprehensibility (Ps. 145:3). 


Other divine attributes are classified as communicable, in that they can be imparted and 
communicated through His creatures, who can, in a relative or limited way, reflect the 
character and nature of God. The communicable and moral attributes of Divine 
Goodness include: 


The absolute (i.e., what God is, in His essence, in and of Himself) attributes of Holiness 
(Isa. 6:1-5), Truth (Ps. 31:5), and Love (| John 4:8), and the relative (i.e., what He is in 
relation to His creation) attributes of Righteousness (Ps. 11:7), Faithfulness (Ps. 36:5), 
and Mercy (Il Cor. 1:3). 


We might further add that He possesses all of the attributes of genuine Personality. 
Unlike the impersonal “Force” of the pantheistic religions, He is a Personal Being who 
can genuinely say “I AM” (Ex. 3:14). He is Living (1 Tim. 4:10), /ntelligent (Rom. 11:33), 
Purposive (Eph. 3:11), Active (John 5:17), Free (Job 23:13), Self-Conscious (Ex. 3:14), 
Emotional (Ps. 5:5), and a Spirit (John 4:24). 


Anything less than the above is not the true and the living God, but rather, an idol 
unworthy of our devotion and worship. 


We finally observe that His very uniqueness and “onliness” (Isa. 45:5-6) should stand as 
a powerful incentive to worship. He is all-sovereign (I Chron. 29:11-12, Dan. 4:35), 
incomprehensible (Rom. 11:33-34), and supremely transcendent, or wholly “other.” He 
is not immanent in the sense that the ancient pagan deities were, or in the pantheistic 
sense of modern Liberalism. He cannot be compared to anything within His creation 
(Isa. 40:18, 25), nor can any created image adequately or truthfully represent Him (Dt. 
4:12, 15-18). Unlike the gods of ancient Gnosticism or of modern Neo-orthodoxy, 
however, this transcendent God is also immanent and adequately knowable (John 17:3) 
He is therefore the Living God: an Immanent-transcendence (Isa. 57:15); the 
Incomprehensible One who can communicate to us by His Word and who can be 
genuinely known, loved, and adored. Psalm 145 calls upon us to worship and daily 
bless the Lord whose “greatness is unsearchable (v. 3),” but who “is near to all who call 
upon Him (v. 18)” and who “raises up all who are bowed down (v.14).” 


B. Show from Scripture the Triunity and the Unity of God. 


“We must remind ourselves that Christian theology does not believe God to be a person. It 
believes Him to be such that in Him a trinity of persons is consistent with a unity of Deity.” —C.S. 
Lewis, Christian Reflections. 

“There is one only and true God, but in the unity of the Godhead there are three coeternal and 
coequal Persons, the same in substance but distinct in subsistence. ”’—B.B. Warfield, “Trinity;” 
LS.B.E. 
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As the cults never tire of reminding us, terms such as “Trinity” or “Triunity” and various 
attendant terminologies such as “essence” and “subsistence” are not found in the Bible 
itself. Rather, we are indebted to the thought and to the historical dialogue that has 
emerged from Spirit-gifted Men over the centuries as they have sought to grapple with 
the complexity of the biblical texts and to find an effective apologetic and response in 
the face of heresy. 


Nonetheless, whilst the terminologies employed may generally be of an extra-biblical 
nature, this should in no wise distract us from the fact that the concepts described 
therein are utterly Scriptural in character and origin. 


Regarding the Unity of God, we would define this in the sense that we believe that there 
is one and only one God who is indivisible in His essence. That God is one was a 
unique and distinguishing feature of the religion of the Hebrews, over and against the 
polytheism and henotheism of their neighbors, and is one of the most prominent 
teachings of the OT. 


Ex, 20:2-3: "I am the LORD your God, who brought you out of the land of Egypt, 
out of the house of slavery. "You shall have no other gods before Me. 


Deut. 6:4: "Hear, O Israel! The LORD is our God, the LORD is one! 


Isa. 43:10: "You are My witnesses," declares the LORD, "And My servant whom I 
have chosen, So that you may know and believe Me And understand that I am He. 
Before Me there was no God formed, And there will be none after Me. 


Isa. 44:6: "Thus says the LORD, the King of Israel and his Redeemer, the LORD 
of hosts: 'I am the first and I am the last, And there is no God besides Me. 


Likewise, the NT follows suit in this essential monotheism. 
Eph. 4:6: "...one God and Father of all who is over all and through all and in all." 


1 Cor. 8:6: "...yet for us there is {but} one God, the Father, from whom are all 
things and we {exist} for Him...” 


James 2:19: “You believe that God is one. You do well; the demons also believe, 
and shudder.” 


Yet, this unity is not the simple unity associated with the understanding of God found 
within the teachings of Rabbinic Judaism or Islam. Rather, this Unity of essence and 
deity embraces a plurality of Divine Persons. Given the Hebrew Nation’s repetitive 
tendency to be corrupted by the polytheistic culture and milieu that surrounded it, this 
plurality is rather underplayed and more subtly presented within the OT than in the NT. 
For example, in such passages as Gen. 1:26 and 11:7, God speaks of Himself using 
plural pronouns. 
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Gen. 11:7: "Come, let Us go down and there confuse their language, so that they 
will not understand one another's speech." 


Further, there is the matter of the mysterious Angel of Yahweh, who appears throughout 
the pages of the OT, speaking and acting as though He were God—and yet, who is 
distinguished in some manner from God (cf. His dealings with Hagar in Gen. 16:7-13; 
His appearance in Ex. 3:2-4 at the Burning Bush; His dealings with Manoah and his wife 
in Judges 13:9-23). 


Gen. 22:15-17: “Then the angel of the LORD called to Abraham a second time 
from heaven, and said, 'By Myself I have sworn, declares the LORD, because you 
have done this thing and have not withheld your son, your only son, indeed I will 
greatly bless you, and I will greatly multiply your seed as the stars of the 
heavens and as the sand which is on the seashore; and your seed shall possess the 
gate of their enemies.” 


In other ways, the OT subtly implies multi-Personality within the Godhead. Note that 
while Isa. 43:11 affirms the Divinity of the only Savior ("I, even |, am the LORD, and 
there is no savior besides Me”), Isa. 59:20 in some manner distinguishes the Savior 
from the Lord ("A Redeemer will come to Zion, And to those who turn from 
transgression in Jacob," declares the LORD”). Note also the testimony of a distinction of 
Divine Persons within Isa. 48:16: 


"Come near to Me, listen to this: From the first I have not spoken in secret, From 
the time it took place, I was there. And now the Lord GOD has sent Me, and His 
Spirit." 

Despite these tantalizing hints from the OT, it is ultimately left unto the NT to clearly 

unveil the Mystery of Holy Trinity of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 

With the above mentioned background of Hebrew monotheism before us, we recognize 


that there are three Persons whom the New Testament refers to on various occasions 
as God. 


1 Cor. 8:6: "..yet for us there is {but} one God, the Father, from whom are all 
things and we {exist} for Him; and one Lord, Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, 
and we {exist} through Him.” 


Titus 2:13: "..looking for the blessed hope and the appearing of the glory of our 
great God and Savior, Christ Jesus...” 


Acts 5:3-4: But Peter said, "Ananias, why has Satan filled your heart to lie to the 
Holy Spirit and to keep back {some} of the price of the land? While it remained 
{unsold,} did it not remain your own? And after it was sold, was it not under your 
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control? Why is it that you have conceived this deed in your heart? You have not 
lied to men but to God." 


If there is but One, and only One God, and if a Person called the Father is that One 
God, and if a Second Person called the Son is also that One God, and if a Third Person 
called the Holy Spirit is further referred to as that One God, then it would seem rather 
undeniable that there can be but one reasonable and scriptural conclusion: There is but 
One True God, and that the distinct Persons called Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are— 
somehow—that One True God. 


In that the textual basis for the KJV’s rendering of | John 5:7 is clearly spurious, Matt. 
28:19 is perhaps the clearest and most directly apparent NT confession of the Trinity. 
Here, within the hostile environment of 1st Century Jewry--rigidly, indeed, fanatically 
monotheistic, following the Babylonian Exile—Jesus demands that those who would 
dare to denominate themselves as His Disciples baptize in accordance with a formula 
that controversially and deliberately places the Son within the same category and class 
as the Father Himself. As with Matt. 3:16-17 and II Cor. 13:14, as well as with Rev. 1:4- 
6, we see within Matt. 28:19 an Association of Persons that can only be regarded as 
being utterly consistent with equality, and which would be wholly inappropriate if one of 
these Names were associated with a mere finite creature or a sinful being. 


Isa. 46:5: "To whom would you liken Me And make Me equal and compare Me, That 
we would be alike?” 


Thus, Bishop Tomline (1750-1827; Bishop of Winchester) observes the following: 


Are we to be baptized in the name of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, and is it 
possible that the Father should be self-existent, eternal, the Lord God Omnipotent; and that the 
Son, in whose name we are equally baptized, should be a mere man, born of a woman, and 
subject to all the frailties and imperfections of human nature? or, is it possible that the Holy 
Ghost, in whose name also we are equally baptized, should be a bare energy or operation, a 
quality or power without even personal existence? Our feelings as well as our reason, revolt 
from such disparity. 


Likewise, another old writer, a Dr. Pierce of the Georgia Methodist Conference, once 
offered the following pertinent observation unto a certain representative of the 
Universalist church: 


How strangely it would have sounded if baptism had been ordered in the name of the Father 
and of Gabriel and of Michael—one divine and two angelic names. 


Who can be classed alongside the Father, who is God Almighty, save for He who is 
also, by His very nature and essence, God Almighty (Rev. 1:8)? And who can be 
bracketed within the same category as He who is the First and the Last (Isa. 44:6), 
except for He who is also, by His very nature and essence, the First and the Last (Rev. 
1:8, 11)? 
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And in this 7 rinity none is afore, or after another: none is greater, orless than another. But the 


whole three F. ersons are co-eternal and co-equal, 


T he Athanasian (reed: 25-26 


Thus, He who did not demur from commanding other men to forsake all, and to take up 
their individual crosses and to follow Him (Matt. 16:24), and to be further willing to hate 
their own fathers and mothers, wives and children for His sake (Luke 14:26), likewise, 
did not waver in imposing upon His early followers the demand to demonstrably 
acknowledge His Deity and co-equality with the Father through the device of Christian 
Baptism. Our own Dr. James Boyer comments: 


This statement [the Trinitarian formula of Matt. 28:19] directly associated Himself and the 
Holy Spirit on an equality with God the Heavenly Father. To the Jews whom they would be 
seeking to win it would be a red flag inviting rejection. But apparently Jesus considered it 
important. In effect He was saying, “Don’t soft-pedal the message of who I am, and what I 
have revealed to you about the triune nature of the One True God. Rather, make the initiatory 
rite of identification with Me a clear symbolic testimony to the truth about the Trinity.” 


This, then, should be a central concern and motive behind Christian Baptism: to picture, 
through our three-in-one-ceremony, the triunity of God, and to proclaim the blessed 
truth concerning Jesus’ Divine-identity throughout the world, in the full sight of both 
Heaven and Earth. 


We should also not fail to observe, before we leave this matter of the Trinity, that 
Scripture will not lend the slightest degree of support unto those who promote the 
ancient Sabellian Error, which even today is being busily promoted on the dogmatic 
level by “Oneness” or “Jesus-Only” Pentecostalism, as well as in a de facto manner by 
those mainline liberals (as with the UCC) who, in the Name of “Political Correctness” 
and “Gender Inclusiveness,” have sought to replace the biblical and historical 
terminology of Father-Son-Holy Ghost with such expressions as “Creator-Redeemer- 
Sustainer.” With regard to the former circles of opposition, namely, those heretics who 
promote the Oneness Doctrine and who dogmatically assert that Jesus is His own 
Father, it would seem rather remarkable to make such a declaration in light of the sort of 
dialogue and pathos that one sees in our Lord’s prayer at Gethsemane (Mark 14:36), 
not to mention His High Priestly Prayer of John 17 unto His Father. With regard to the 
latter reference, as an illustrative and practical exercise, one should try substituting the 
word “Father” each time our Lord Jesus makes a Personal reference unto Himself, in 
accordance with Sabellian Theory (e.g., try this with John 17:5: "Now, Father, glorify Me 
[the Father?] together with Yourself [the Father], with the glory which | [the Father?]had 
with You [the Father] before the world was.”). The ludicrous nature of those arguments 
which would deny the reality of the eternal and genuine collateral Subsistences and 
Personalities within the Godhead should become immediately apparent. Did the Father 
die on the Cross, as they would have it? Please consult Matt 27:46 and Luke 23:46 for a 
sufficient refutation of such an absurd position. 


With regard to those WCC-style liberals, who would blasphemously dare to deprive God 
of those biblical derived and historically affirmed distinctions and Names by which He 
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has asked us to know and refer to Hin—namely, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit—let us 
observe that the terminologies which God has given us are Personal and speak in the 
eternal terms of God’s inner life and in terms of His Being. Such attempted alternate 
titles as “Creator-Redeemer-Sustainer” are not equivalent to this, for they speak only in 
terms of function and Divine activity with relation to His temporal creation. Such 
terminologies, in fact, could even be regarded as subpersonal; but God is eminently 
Personal! Further, the ministries of Creation, Redemption, and Sustenance are not 
unique unto any one Member of the Trinity, and cannot be neatly compartmentalized in 
such a fashion; the biblical reality is far more complex than that. Indeed, if we would 
truly revere and worship God as Creator (Gen. 1:1; John 1:3, 10; Gen. 1:2), Sustainer 
(John 5:17, Col. 1:17, Ps. 104:30) and Redeemer (| Thess. 5:9; Matt. 1:21; John 3:5-6, 
8), then we must do so within a Trinitarian context, recognizing the work of each of the 
Persons of the Most Holy Trinity in the performance of these divine labors. 


AT 


ill. THE LORD JESUS CHRIST. 


A. Defend the Deity of Christ from both the Old and New Testaments. 


The Deity of Christ is one of the so-called “catholic essentials,” or “irreducibles” of the 
Faith, in that those cannot affirm it in its full and biblical usage must be regarded as 
unsaved and unregenerate: non-Christians who continue to dishonor both the Father 
and the Son, and who must therefore be regarded as being outside both the pale of 
God’s forgiveness, as well as outside the perimeters of the historic Christian Church. 
This is not simply our own assessment, but that which was clearly expressed by the 
Lord Jesus Christ as well. 


John 8:24: “Therefore, I said to you that you will die in your sins. For if you do 
not believe that I AM, you will die in your sins.“ 


John 5:22-23: "For not even the Father judges anyone, but He has given all 
judgment to the Son, so that all will honor the Son even as they honor the Father. 
He who does not honor the Son does not honor the Father who sent Him.” 


The terms of expression referred to in the above charge (“Defend the Deity of Christ 
from both the Old and New Testaments”) is, of course, to be understood within the 
context of Hebrew monotheism. Hence, when we identify the Person of Jesus with 
“Deity,” we are speaking in reference to His full and complete identification with YHWH, 
the One True God of Old Testament revelation. When we are speaking of Christ’s Deity, 
we are speaking here of the uncreated, eternal, only begotten and unique Son, the 
Second Person of the Trinity. Thus, we reject all alternate conceptions of Christ’s Deity, 
such as the Arian view of “deity” (that Jesus is some sort of lesser, created demigod), or 
the New Age Movement’s understanding of “deity” (set within a pantheistic context). 


The Deity of Christ is one of the most pronounced and clearly affirmed teachings within 
the Word of God. So interwoven is this central teaching within the basic fabric of both 
Testaments, that even if one were to deliberately attempt to sabotage the Word of God 
and remove all of the overt references to Christ's Deity in the manner of the 
Watchtower’s NWT, more than enough indirect evidences would yet remain to 
demonstrate our Lord’s clear identification with YHWH God. Even in the NWT, for 
example, there is but one First and Last (compare Rev. 22:13—Jesus—with lsa. 41:4— 
YHWH) and but one Savior (compare 1 John 4:14 & Titus 1:4—Jesus—with Is 43:11— 
YHWhH). 


With regard to the OT revelation of our Lord’s Deity, we would first observe His pre- 
existence and presence as the Angel of Yahweh, who, as we have already observed in 
our discussion of the Trinity, is identified with God and who speaks as God, yet, who in 
a certain sense, is distinguished from God—indicative of multiple Persons within the 
Godhead (cf. Gen. 22:15-17, Ex. 3:2-4, Judges 13:9-23). 


That this Angel of Yahweh should be identified with the Person of Christ is indicated by 
a comparison of Judges 13:17-18 with Isa. 9:6. 
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Judges 13:17-18: Manoah said to the angel of the LORD, "What is your name, so 
that when your words come {to pass,} we may honor you?" But the angel of the 
LORD said to him, "Why do you ask my name, seeing it is wonderful?" 


Isa. 9:6: Fora child will be born to us, a son will be given to us; And the 
government will rest on His shoulders; And His name will be called Wonderful 
Counselor, Mighty God, Eternal Father, Prince of Peace. 


Also compare the ministry of the Angel of Yahweh in Ex. 14:19 with that ascribed unto 
the pre-existent Christ in | Cor. 10:4. 


Ex. 14:19: The angel of God, who had been going before the camp of Israel, moved 
and went behind them; and the pillar of cloud moved from before them and stood 
behind them. 


1 Cor. 10:4: ..and all drank the same spiritual drink, for they were drinking froma 
spiritual rock which followed them; and the rock was Christ. 


This “Angel of the Lord,” so prominent in the OT, ceases to appear following the 
Incarnation of Christ, which can only be regarded as a deafening argument from 
silence, so to speak, concerning the true identity of the former with reference to the 
latter. 


Further, as we compare the interrelation between the content of the two Testaments, we 
can observe that the Person of Christ is identified by the NT with certain references to 
YHWH in the OT. Compare John 12:41, for example, with Isa. 6:1-5. 


John 12:41: These things Isaiah said because he saw His glory, and he spoke of 
Him. 


Isa. 6:1-3: In the year of King Uzziah's death I saw the Lord sitting on a throne, 
lofty and exalted, with the train of His robe filling the temple. Seraphim stood 
above Him, each having six wings: with two he covered his face, and with two he 
covered his feet, and with two he flew. And one called out to another and said, 
"Holy, Holy, Holy, is the LORD of hosts, The whole earth is full of His glory." 


In like vein, compare Isa. 40:3 with Matt. 3:3, in which Christ is the coming Lord of both 
passages. Also compare Mal. 3:1 with Luke 1:76 and Rom. 10:13 with Joel 2:32. 


Further, in OT Messianic prophecy, the coming Messiah is clearly held up as being 
Divine in nature: 


Isa. 7:14: "Therefore the Lord Himself will give you a sign: Behold, a virgin will be 
with child and bear a son, and she will call His name Immanuel. 
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Isa. 9:6: Fora child will be born to us, a son will be given to us; and the 
government will rest on His shoulders; and His name will be called Wonderful 
Counselor, Mighty God, Eternal Father, Prince of Peace. 


Zech. 12:10: "I will pour out on the house of David and on the inhabitants of 
Jerusalem, the Spirit of grace and of supplication, so that they will look on Me 
whom they have pierced; and they will mourn for Him, as one mourns for an only 
son, and they will weep bitterly over Him like the bitter weeping over a firstborn. 


Micah 5:2: "But as for you, Bethlehem Ephrathah, {Too} little to be among the 
clans of Judah, from you One will go forth for Me to be ruler in Israel. His goings 
forth are from long ago, from the days of eternity." 


Ps. 110:1: The LORD says to my Lord: "Sit at My right hand until I make Your 
enemies a footstool for Your feet." 


The NT of course also affirms His pre-existence and heavenly origin: 


John 3:13: "No one has ascended into heaven, but He who descended from 
heaven: the Son of Man." 


John 3:31: "He who comes from above is above all, he who is of the earth is from 
the earth and speaks of the earth. He who comes from heaven is above all.” 


With regard to general NT revelation concerning our Lord’s Deity, let us observe several 
basic points. 


1. He is directly referred to by Divine titles. It is utterly inconceivable, within a 
severely monotheistic Jewish context (Dt. 6:4), ever mindful of the blasohemy of 
wrongfully equating anything with God, that any of these would either be applied unto 
Him by His followers—or accepted by Him—without just cause. 


He is called God (cf. John 1:1, 18 & 20:28, Rom. 9:5, Titus 2:13, Heb. 1:8) or the Son 
of God (which, according to John 5:18, was understood within the context of His 
culture to refer to equality with God). 





Further, the usual LXX designation for LORD, kurios, is applied to Christ (Matt. 7:21- 
22, John 20:28, Phil. 2:11). 


He is the First and the Last (Rev. 2:8) and the Alpha and the Omega (Rev. 22:13). 


He is King of Kings and Lord of Lords (Rev. 19:16). 


Furthermore, there is the “| AM” formula (cf. Ex. 3:14) of John’s Gospel (e.g., 6:35, 
8:12, 10:7, 10:11, 11:25, 14:6, 15:1), best expressed in the absolute usage of 8:24 
and 8:58: 


20 


John 8:24: “Therefore, I said to you that you will die in your sins. For if you 
do not believe that I AM, you will die in your sins." 


John 8:58: Jesus said to them, Truly, truly, I say to you, Before Abraham 
came into being, I AM! 


He is also called the “the Lord of Glory” (1 Cor. 2:8) and “Lord of the Sabbath” 
(Matt. 12:8), as well as “the Holy One” (Acts 3:14), and the infinitely dependable 
“Amen” (Rev. 3:14). 


. Further, He is pictured as performing uniquely Divine works. 

He is Creator (John 1:3), Sustainer (Col. 1:17), Savior (Matt. 1:21), forgives sins 
(Mark 2:1-12), gives life (John 5:21, 28-29), even eternal life (John 10:28), raises the 
dead (John 11:25-26, 43), and sits in the ultimate place of Judgment (Acts 17:31). He 
claims that He is the subject matter of Scripture (Luke 24:25-27; John 5:38-39, 46). 


. Unlike Angels (Rev. 19:10), He freely accepted the worship and prayers of 

both Angels and Men. (Cf. Matt. 2:11, Matt. 8:2, Matt. 28:9, Acts 7:59, Heb. 1:6, Rev. 
5:12-14). Every knee will bow before Him and every tongue confess Him as Lord 
(Phil. 2:10-12). 


. He is described in Divine terms as being the express image of God (2 Cor. 4:4, 
Phil. 2:6, Col. 1:15, Heb. 1:3). 


. He is joined with the Father and the Holy Spirit in ways that would be wholly 
inappropriate for a mere Creature (Matt. 28:19, John 14:1, 2 Cor 13:14). To dishonor 
Him is to dishonor the Father (John 5:23-24), and the Spirit is to glorify the Son (John 
16:14). 


. He explicitly claimed to be God (John 10:30), and demanded the place of 

ultimate centrality in men’s lives (Matt. 10:37, Luke 14:26), claiming to be the unique 
object of saving faith and the sole route unto salvation (John 14:6). Further, Paul 
claims that all things were created with an end unto Him (Col. 1:16). 


John 14:6: Jesus said to him, "I am the way, and the truth, and the life; no one 
comes to the Father but through Me. 


. Jesus possesses all of the attributes of Deity, including Self-Existence (John 

1:4, 5:26), Eternality (Ilsa. 9:6), Immutability (Heb. 13:8), Omnipresence (Matt. 28:19), 
Omniscience (John 2:24-25), Omnipotence (Rev. 1:8), Perfection (Col. 2:9), Infinity 
(Col. 2:3), Incomprehensibility (Eph. 3:8), Holiness (Acts 3:14), Truth (John 14:6), 
Love (1 John 3:16), Righteousness (1 John 2:1), Faithfulness (Rev. 19:11). 
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B. Defend the virgin birth of Christ from Scripture. 


This matter became a watershed debate betwixt orthodox conservatives and classical 
old-fashioned liberals, who, because of the bias derived from their pantheistic divine- 
immanence theories, were philosophically unable to receive the idea of the miraculous. 
It has often been observed with no small degree of justice that the God who somehow 
managed to work the seemingly greater miracle of creation ex nihlo should surely have 
had no great difficulty in also pulling-off such a thing as a virgin birth. 


Luke 1:37: "For nothing will be impossible with God." 


The virgin birth is both clearly and explicitly taught within both Testaments and by a 
variety of writers. If aman cannot confess it, it is simply a matter of faithlessness and 
unbelief in the veracity of the Bible. That even the faithless Muslim infidels are able to 
accept this general concept and explanation for Christ's appearance in the world stands 
as a sad indictment of those mainline “Christian” clergymen who, by way of contrast, are 
unable or unwilling to do so. Failure to affirm the virgin birth flatly places one outside the 
sphere of any form of legitimate or recognizable Christianity, and stands as clear and 
solid testimony as to an individual’s unregenerate character. 


The nature of the Virgin Birth, or Virgin Conception, and its results, are aptly described 
by the angel Gabriel: 


Luke 1:34-35: Mary said to the angel, "How can this be, since I ama virgin?" The 
angel answered and said to her, "The Holy Spirit will come upon you, and the 
power of the Most High will overshadow you; and for that reason the holy Child 
shall be called the Son of God. 


The very first Messianic prophecy within the Bible, the Protevangelium of Gen. 3:15, 
alludes to the conflict between Satan and the Seed of the Woman—and thus, subtly 
points towards the Virgin Birth. This promise becomes dramatically explicit within the 
prophecy of Isaiah: 


Isa. 7:14: "Therefore the Lord Himself will give you a sign: Behold, a virgin will be 
with child and bear a son, and she will call His name Immanuel. 


Liberals, such as the RSV translators (“a young woman’), have claimed that bethulah, 
as opposed to a/mah, would have constituted a better word-choice had the prophet 
intended the meaning “virgin.” However, in opposition to this viewpoint, are the following 
considerations: 


1. Bethulah does not always refer to a virgin (Es. 2:17, Ezek. 23:3, Joel 1:8), and 
thus, would not have been a more precise term to use than a/mah. 


2. Almah, while it may not be a precisely technical term meaning “virgin,” is a word 
used in reference to young, marriageable women, who, it would be anticipated, 
would be characterized by their virginity, amongst other things. There is no place 
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in the Scriptures where the term can be applied to a young woman who is nota 
virgin. 


3. The translators of the LXX—ancient Jewish men for whom biblical Hebrew was a 
living language, and who probably forgot more Hebrew than today’s liberal 
translators and critics will ever even learn—chose to render the term parthenos in 
Greek, which always means “virgin.” 


4. The sign unto the House of David was to be a compelling one (/sa. 7:17 "Ask a 
sign for yourself from the LORD your God; make {it} deep as Sheol or high as 
heaven."). What is miraculous about the RSV’s wimpy “a young woman shall 
conceive”? This is mere biology, not a sign miracle. 


5. If Isa. 7:14 does not refer to a virgin, then there is no consistency of usage linking 
the Testaments. Matthew 1:23 explicitly refers to mother of Isa. 7:14 as a Virgin 
(parthenos). The RSV diminishes the full force of fulfilled prophecy. 


The Virgin Birth is, of course, explicitly expounded by Matthew: 


Matt. 1:18-23: Now the birth of Jesus Christ was as follows: when His mother 
Mary had been betrothed to Joseph, before they came together she was found 
to be with child by the Holy Spirit. And Joseph her husband, being a righteous 
man and not wanting to disgrace her, planned to send her away secretly. But when 
he had considered this, behold, an angel of the Lord appeared to him ina dream, 
saying, "Joseph, son of David, do not be afraid to take Mary as your wife; for the 
Child who has been conceived in her is of the Holy Spirit. But when he had 
considered this, behold, an angel of the Lord appeared to him ina dream, saying, 
"Joseph, son of David, do not be afraid to take Mary as your wife; for the Child 
who has been conceived in her is of the Holy Spirit. "She will bear a Son; and you 
shall call His name Jesus, for He will save His people from their sins." Now all this 
took place to fulfill what was spoken by the Lord through the prophet: "BEHOLD, 
THE VIRGIN SHALL BE WITH CHILD AND SHALL BEAR A SON, AND THEY 
SHALL CALL HIS NAME IMMANUEL," which translated means, "GOD WITH 
US." 


Likewise, the Synoptic Genealogies make certain that the point of supernatural origin is 
emphasized: 


Matt 1:16: Jacob was the father of Joseph the husband of Mary, by whom Jesus 
was born, who is called the Messiah. 


Luke 3:23: When He began His ministry, Jesus Himself was about thirty years of 
age, being, as was supposed, the son of Joseph, the son of Eli... 
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Plainly, if Jesus was not virginally conceived, then the doctrine of biblical inerrancy is 
overthrown. 


Through the device of the Virgin Birth, we also see a variety of biblical imperatives 
satisfactorily dealt with: 


1. A solution is found to dilemma of how the Messianic line of David could continue, 
while bypassing the accursed Jehoiachin and his issue (Jer. 22:30). 


2. How better to explain the singular phenomenon of a sinless man? (2 Cor. 5:21, 
Heb 4:15, 1 Pet. 2:22, 1 John 3:5). This would seem to be the inference of Luke 
1:35. Also, according to 1 Cor. 15:22, He was not “in Adam.” As to whether or not 
God could have brought an untainted man, free from the effects of original sin, 
into the world through some other means, we might observe that such a 
hypothetical inquiry into such sublime and mysterious matters is a dangerous 
occupation at best. Further, in that this is the manner in which God, in His infinite 
perfections, chose to execute His sovereign will, then this must surely have been 
the best—and therefore, only—available alternative. 


3. How else does one explain the entrance of pre-existent Deity (John 1:1, Phil. 2:6) 
into this world in the form of genuine humanity as one Person? It would seem 
that other alternatives would either impugn upon His Deity (the true motives of 
most who would deny the doctrine) or else result in a Nestorian-style (two- 
Person) Christ. 


In the end, those who deny the Virgin Birth—now, as then—seek to dishonor the Person 
of our Lord (cf. John 8:41). 


John 8:48-49: The Jews answered and said to Him, "Do we not say rightly that 
You are a Samaritan and have a demon?" Jesus answered, "I do not have a demon; 
but I honor My Father, and you dishonor Me. 


C. Describe the Incarnation of the Son of God, citing Scripture. 


John 1:1: And the Word became flesh, and dwelt among us, and we saw His glory, 
glory as of the only begotten from the Father, full of grace and truth. 


2 John 1:7: For many deceivers have gone out into the world, those who do not 
acknowledge Jesus Christ {as} coming in the flesh. This is the deceiver and the 
antichrist. 


Our Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, the eternal Second Person of the Most Holy 
Trinity, being true and eternal Deity, of one Substance and co-equal with the Father 
(John 1:1), did, in the fullness of time, take upon Himself a genuine human nature (John 
1:14; Gal. 4:4; Phi. 2:6-7), complete, and with all the essential properties of Humanity— 
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yet, He was without sin (Heb. 2:14-17; 4:15), having been conceived by the power of 
the Holy Ghost, in the Virgin’s womb (Luke 1:27, 1:31-35; Gal. 4:4). In Him, we see two 
whole, perfect, and distinct natures, the Deity and the Humanity, inseparably joined 
together in One Theanthropic Person, without change, mixture, or division (Luke 1:35; 
Rom. 9:5; Col. 2:9; 1 Tim. 3:16). This unique and single Theanthropic Person is truly 
and fully God and truly and fully man—yet, He is one Christ (Rom.1:3-4), the sole 
Mediator between God and man (1Tim. 2:5). 


The classic definition and distillation of the biblical teaching on this manner is found in 
the teaching of the Fathers as expressed in the historic definition that came out of 
Chalcedon (AD 451). In my opinion, no one, to date, has found a better manner of 
expressing the totality of the biblical witness on this matter, which is why recognizable 
historic orthodoxy—trans-denominationally—has traditionally expressed the Incarnation 
in this manner. Those traditions which willfully refuse to subscribe to such a model 
definition have amply demonstrated, through their words and deeds, their essentially 
heterodox character. 


In Subsection 3.A., we discussed the Deity of Christ, as it is revealed within the pages 
of both Testaments. Yet, it is equally affirmed by the Scriptures that our Savior was— 
and is—true (and perfected) Humanity, born of a Virgin. Aside from the matter of His 
birth, we might appeal to the following lines of evidence with regard to this contention: 


1. He had a real, physical and material human form. He grew, developed (Luke 
2:52), and referred to Himself as a man (John 8:40). This humanity was further 
recognized through the common and natural senses of other people (cf., John 
19:5: “Pilate said to them, ‘Behold, the Man!’"). The Apostolic witness also 
directly calls Him a man (1 Tim. 2:5). 


2. Christ's genuine humanity involved His assumption of the immaterial, as well as 
the physical, qualities of Man (Matt. 26:38, Luke 23:46). See further comments in 
our discussion below, concerning the Apollinarian error. 


3. He displayed all of the characteristics consistent with a genuine Humanity. He 
hungered (Matt. 2:40, thirsted (John 19:28), exhibited signs of fatigue (John 4:6, 
Matt 8:24), wept (John 11:35), and was subject to testing (Matt. 4:1-11, Heb. 
4:15). 


4. He was, in fulfillment of Messianic prophecy, the Son of Abraham and the Son of 
David (Matt 1:1). 


If Christ's Humanity were not real, then God’s very reputation for integrity and truth 
would be called into question, and we would have no fixed star or reference point to 
discern or discuss the matter of Truth whatsoever. 


Throughout Church History, men have debated and have attempted to grapple with the 


biblical teachings that concern the concept of the God-Man. In His sovereign 
providence, God has allowed various heretics to arise, who ultimately and unwittingly, 
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serve His eternal purposes. Commenting upon | Cor. 11:19, the text notes of the old 
Geneva Bible (1599) read as follows: “Although schisms and heresies proceed from the 
devil, and are evil, yet they come not by chance, nor without cause, and they turn to the 
profit of the elect.” Heresy often serves as the whetstone that causes God’s People to 
more intently re-examine their own beliefs in light of the Scriptures, and to refine our 
terminologies and sharpen our manner of definition with regard to the true teachings of 
the Faith. Thus, an examination of the historical development of this doctrine, as it 
occurred under God, is of great value in helping later generations of Christians to come 
to a greater understanding of these glorious, but sometimes difficult and ultimately 
mysterious, truths. Enumerated below are some of the early heretical theories 
concerning the Person and Nature of Christ that forced orthodox Christendom to be 
ever more clear and precise whenever it spoke concerning the Person of Christ 
Incarnate. 


1. Docetism, 1°' Century: associated with the Gnostics, who taught that all matter is 
evil. Consequently, they affirmed Jesus’ Divine Nature, but denied the reality of 
His humanity, claiming that Jesus only appeared to be human. This viewpoint is 
denounced in 1 John 4:1-3, and is flatly denied by Jesus in Luke 24:37-43. In 
John 8:40, He openly calls Himself a Man. Thus, the humanity of Jesus is not 
some cruel and deceptive illusion, nor is He a ghost. This heresy resurfaces 
today in Eastern-oriented/New Age-type spiritual circles, and in a lesser form in 
Islam’s denial of Jesus’ genuine Passion (due to Mohammed’s knowledge of 
“Christianity” often being derived from sources under the influence of 
Gnosticism). It might also be observed that the Watchtower conceives of the 
post-Resurrection Christ as an incorporeal spirit. 


2. Ebionism, 24 Century: As a kind of “Super-Moses” lawgiver-type, Jesus was a 
“good man’—but only a man. The Divine nature was utterly denied (but see John 
5:18). Whoever holds this belief, according to Jesus, will die in his sins (John 
8:24). 


3. Arianism, 4" Century: While His Humanity was fully affirmed, Jesus’ Deity was 
recognized only on a reduced level. The Son was a sort of lesser demigod, 
created by the Father. Taught today, classically, by the Watchtower, who think 
Jesus is to be identified with Michael the Archangel (but see Heb.1:4-14). Again, 
we are reminded of John 8:24, and of John 8:58, in which Jesus identifies 
Himself with YHWH. The uncreated Word was with the Father in the beginning 
(John 1:1-2), sharing in His glory (John 17:5). 


4. Other heresies sought in some sense to affirm both the Deity and the 
Humanity—but not in accordance with biblical teaching. Apollinarianism, 4" 
Century, affirmed the Divine Nature of Christ, but made His Humanity only 
partial, asserting that the Christ's Human spirit was replaced by the Divine Logos. 
But the Incarnation is about something more profound and compelling than 
simply “God in a body;” God did much more than merely take a material, physical 
body. In the Incarnation, we see that the Son of God “emptied” Himself, 
paradoxically, through addition: namely, He genuinely took upon Himself the form 
and nature of a servant (Phil. 2:7-8), including a genuine human mind (meaning 
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that He could advance in wisdom, as in Luke 2:52), and a soul/spirit (Luke 
23:46). 


5. Nestorianism (5" Century), in a misguided way, sought to affirm the reality of 
the two complete natures by making Christ two separate Persons: one Divine, 
and the other Human. 


6. In the opposite manner, the heresy of Monophysitism (5" Century), tried to 
preserve the unity of Christ’s Person, while affirming that He was both God and 
Man, in mixing the two Natures into a single composite Nature that was neither 
truly Divine, nor truly human. 


In reaction and in ultimate rejection to all of the above, Biblical Orthodoxy, again, was 
ultimately best defined by the late-orthodox Fathers at Chalcedon in AD 451. Christ has 
two distinct Natures, and is full Deity and perfect Humanity united without mixture, 
change, or division in one Person forever. 


The death of a mere man could not pay for sin eternally. If Christ were not truly God, He 
could not be our Saviour, for the Scriptures explicitly affirm that only YHWH God can 
save: 


Isa. 43:11: "I, even I, am the LORD, and there is no savior besides Me. 


Isa, 45:21: "Declare and set forth {your case;} Indeed, let them consult together. 
Who has announced this from of old? Who has long since declared it? Is it not I, 
the LORD? And there is no other God besides Me, a righteous God and a Savior; 
There is none except Me. 


Likewise, if He were not truly Man, He could not be our savior either. If the Savior and 
Mediator must die for our sins (John 6:53, Eph 1:7, Col 1:20, Heb 9:22, 1 John 1:7), 
then the Incarnation is a necessity, for pure Spirit (John 4:24) cannot be subject to 
death. Yet, while God cannot die, the Person of a truly Incarnate God, the GOD-MAN, 
could experience death, and did so, for us sinners and for the sake of our redemption 
(Isa. 538, Rom 5:8, 1 Tim 1:15, Heb 2:9). Further, as Gregory of Nazianzus put it, that 
which is unassumed is unhealed (Heb. 2:16-17). 


If He were only God, or only Man—or if He were something else entirely—He could not 
serve as the one Mediator between God and Man, and serve as the link, or bridge, 
uniting the two (1 Tim 2:5). 


We would further observe that in the Incarnation, we have the assurance that our 
heavenly judge (John 5:27) has genuine experiential knowledge of our human existence 
(Heb 2:17-18), and we have been provided with the ultimate revelation of who God is 
(Heb 1:1-3). The Incarnation also provides us with an ultimate picture of a perfected and 
exemplar humanity (1 Pet 2:21). Lastly, it proves unto us, beyond any form of doubt, 
that God is love (1 John 4:8). 


John 15:13: "Greater love has no one than this, that one lay down his life for his 
friends." 
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D. Harmonize from Scripture the Deity and Humanity of Christ. 


It is impossible for man to ultimately embrace such sublime mysteries as the Incarnation 
and the Hypostatic Union within his finite, creaturely mind and within his sin-ravaged, 
peanut-brain (cf. Gen 2:19-20; contrast the intellectual abilities evident within a pre- 
fallen Adam with our own miserable capabilities). 


How can one have two complete, distinct, unmixed natures—and yet, be one Person? 
How can one Person be God and Man at the same time? What is the character of the 
communion between the natures? Transference of attributes from one nature to another 
would of course destroy the distinction of natures; but yet, the attributes must be 
expressed in one Person, or else we are left with Nestorianism. How can one be 
omniscient Deity, and yet grow in self-awareness and in wisdom (Luke 2:52)? And 
should we be speaking of the single will, or of the two wills, of Christ? 

First, if God is infinite (Ps 147:5), it should not surprise us that mysteries remain (Rom. 
11:33-36). Indeed, if He could be fully comprehended by our minds, than He would be 
something less than ourselves, and an idol of our own making. We are not obligated to 
understand everything; only to accept through faith that which God has graciously 
chosen to reveal. 


Second, it is clear that Christ must be conceived of as one Person, and that the 
Theanthropic Person, with reference and regard to the duality of natures, is spoken of in 
that fashion within the Scriptures (cf. Phil. 2:6-11): 


Gal. 4:4: "..His Son, born of a woman...” 


Third, we might observe that while two genuine natures requires two wills (Luke 22:42), 
Christ is never to be conceived of as a dual personality. Christ speaks of Himself only in 
singular terms, and never in any sort of manner that infers that some sort of 
schizophrenic internal “I” and “Thou” relationship is going on. It should be remembered 
that the Human nature and will was sinless, and could never be at war with the Divine. 


How do we harmonize the Deity and Humanity of Christ in One Person? By simply 
believing on Him whom the Father has sent, and trusting in Him and what He has 
revealed concerning Himself (John 6:29) and His Mission. 
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IV. THE HOLY SPIRIT. 


A. Prove the Deity of the Holy Spirit from Scripture. 


In that God is Personal (Ex. 3:14), it should first be affirmed that the Spirit is Personal, 
and not merely some active influence (cf. Acts 8:19; the error of Simon Magus) or 
impersonal “force,” ala the Watchtower (which baptizes in the name of the “spirit- 
directed Organization”), as well as with the teaching of many other deniers of the 
historic Faith. 


First, He is frequently assigned the common and universally recognizable attributes of 
Personality. He is: 


1. Intelligent. He has a mind (Rom. 8:27), first of all, and accordingly demonstrates 
cognition (I Cor. 2:11, which also reveals self-consciousness). 


2. He has an Emotional existence. A mere “it” cannot be grieved (Eph. 4:30). He 
can also love (Rom. 15:30). 


3. He has a Purposive Will, which He uses to direct the steps of Believers (Acts 
16:6) and employs in distributing Gifts unto men (1 Cor 12:11). 


4. He has Life (Rom. 8:2). 
Secondly, He acts in accordance with these aforementioned attributes. 


. He speaks (Acts 8:29). 

. He performs miracles (Acts 8:39). 

He convicts us of sin (John 16:8). 

. He intercedes for us (Rom. 8:26). 

He issues commands (Acts 13:2), 

He teaches (1 Cor. 2:13). 

He bears witness (John 15:26). 

. John 16:13 says that He will guide us in all truth, employing the enumerated 
activities of hearing, speaking, and disclosing. 
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Thirdly, He is associated with the following Personal characteristics that are 
inconsistent with the idea that the Spirit is but an “influence:” 


He summoned the Apostles unto obedience (Acts 10:19-21). 

One can lie to Him (Acts 5:3). 

One can resist Him (Acts 7:51). 

We can grieve Him (Eph. 4:30). 

He can be both insulted (Heb. 10:29) and blasphemed (Matt. 12:31). 
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Fourthly, as in John 16:13-14, usual grammatical considerations are set aside so that 
the Spirit may be referred to with masculine pronoun usage—despite the fact that to 
pneuma is neuter. 
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Fifthly, He is depicted as a Person who relates to other Persons—both Divine and 
created—as a distinct Personality. He relates to the Son as a distinct Personality (John 
16:14), and to the Apostles in like manner (Acts 15:28). Further, He is distinguished 
from His own power in such a way that it is clear that He is not a mere power (1 Cor 
2:4). 


Sixthly, His association with the undisputed Personalities of the Father and the Son 
would seem most inappropriate if the Third Member of this Trinity were a mere “power.’ 
Scriptures such as Matt. 28:19 and 2 Cor. 13:14 would be rendered untenable if the 
word “influence” were to be inserted in the place of a Personal Designation. 


Having demonstrated that the Spirit is in fact a Person, let us further observe that this 
Person is, in fact, God. 


1. As with point six above, His association with the other two Persons of the 
Godhead, who are both Divine, would be entirely inappropriate if He were not 
very God. This is especially true with regard to the Baptismal Formula of Matt. 
28:19. A finite creature cannot be lifted into categories of association that 
suggest some sort of equality with transcendent Deity. 


2. He is frequently bestowed with appellations that are demonstrative and 
indicative of His full Deity, in that He is related to other Persons of the Godhead. 
For example, in Acts 16:7 He is designated “the Spirit of Jesus.” In 1 Cor. 6:11, 
He is called the Spirit of our God.” 


3. In John 14:16, Jesus calls Him “another [i.e., another of the same kind] Helper.” 
Jesus, of course, is God. It would follow that the Spirit, who is of the same kind, 
would also be God. 


4. He possesses attributes that are characteristic of Deity. These would include 
omniscience (1 Cor. 2:10), omnipresence (Ps. 139:7-10), omnipotence (Ps. 
104:30; He is Creator), and eternality (Heb. 9:14). Further, with regard to the 
attributes of Divine Goodness, He is holy (Matt. 12:32), loving (Gal. 5:22), and is 
also the Spirit of truth (John 14:17). 


5. He performs uniquely Divine labors. He is Creator (Gen. 1:2), Redeemer (e.g., 
His regenerative work; John 3:5-8), and Sustainer (Ps. 104:30). He possesses 
the power of Resurrection (Rom. 8:11). 


6. He can be blasphemed (Matt. 12:31-32). 


Our conclusion, in light of the above, can only be that He is both Personal and Deity. 
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B. Explain the following terms and cite Scripture for each. 


1. Indwelling of the Spirit. 


The permanent and universal indwelling of Believers is a uniquely post-Pentecostal 
ministry of the Spirit. A key passage that anticipates and describes this mystical union 
is John 14:16-20: 


"I will ask the Father, and He will give you another Helper, that He may be with 
you forever; {that is} the Spirit of truth, whom the world cannot receive, because 
it does not see Him or know Him, {but} you know Him because He abides with you 
and will be in you. I will not leave you as orphans; I will come to you. After a little 
while the world will no longer see Me, but you {will} see Me; because I live, you will 
live also. In that day you will know that I am in My Father, and you in Me, and I in 
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you. 


The Spirit's abiding presence is, in accordance with the above, is unlike the Spirit’s 
“coming upon” people in OT times (cf. Judges 14:6) for specific times and ministries, is 
universal unto all of the Household of God, and is permanent. Individually and 
corporately, we become living Temples, or Houses of God (1 Cor 3:16-17, | Cor. 6:19, 2 
Cor. 6:16). 


This indwelling is a gift unto all who believe (John 7:37-39)—even the less than mature 
believers of Corinth (I Cor. 6:19). Not to possess the Spirit is the mark of an unsaved 
person (Rom. 8:9). 


2. Baptism of the Spirit. 


This is another distinctively post-Pentecost ministry of the Spirit predicted of (Mark 1:8) 
and promised by our Lord (Acts 1:5). Whereas Spirit Indwelling speaks of God coming 
to dwell within us, Spirit Baptism points to our being placed in union with Christ (Rom. 
6:3, 5), who is the baptizer, and in union with His Church; we are immersed into the 
Church universal—that community where the Spirit (the baptizing agent) dwells (I Cor. 
12:13)—even as water baptism marks our entrance into the local and visible church. 


As the aforementioned passage observes (I Cor. 12:13), along with Gal. 3:27-28, this, 
like indwelling, is universal to all believers—not merely some spiritually elite, 
“Charismatic” few. 


3. Filling of the Spirit. 


Unlike the Indwelling and the Baptism of the Holy Spirit, this particular ministry of the 
Spirit is conditional, and therefore repeatable, in nature. The Filling of the Spirit is 
explained in Eph. 5:18. 


Eph. 5:18: “And do not get drunk with wine, for that is dissipation, but be filled 
with the Spirit...” 
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In contrast to the manner of the uncontrolled drunkard, the Christian is to a person 
under control—namely, the control, domination, and extensive influence of the Holy 
Spirit. 


Again, in as much as the matter is commanded, and in that only some would seem to 
be “full” of the Spirit (Acts 6:3), it is clear that the filling of the Spirit is a conditional 
benefit of the Spirit, and in the NT, required repetition owing either to 1.) a new required 
need for some sort of specially empowered ministry (Acts 2:4, 4:8), or 2.) because of 
intervening sin in which we are found walking in the flesh, and not the Spirit (Rom. 8:5- 
6, Eph. 4:30). We are commanded to “...walk by the Spirit, and you will not carry out the 
desire of the flesh (Gal. 5:16).” 


The resulting fruit of the Spirit’s filling is found in Gal. 5:22-24 and in the godly 
characteristics enumerated in Eph 5:19-21, such as praise, worship, and thanksgiving, 
as well as submissiveness in our personal relationships (cf. Col 3:16). Non-conformity to 
the world-system (Rom. 12:1-2) also will be exhibited. 


The Filling of the Spirit is required with regard to Christian maturity (I Cor. 3:1-3), and for 
service. The latter point is illustrated in the example of the Apostolic Church. 


Acts 4:31 And when they had prayed, the place where they had gathered 
together was shaken, and they were all filled with the Holy Spirit and {began} to 
speak the word of God with boldness. 


Note also the example of Paul in Acts 9:17, 20. 


4. The Sealing of the Spirit. 


The Sealing of the Spirit is one of the bases for the Believer’s Eternal Security. 
References to this particular ministry of the Spirit are found within 2 Cor. 1:22, as well 
as Eph. 1:13 and 4:30. According to these Scriptures, God has sealed us and given us 
the Spirit as a pledge (2 Cor. 1:22), which He has done when we believed (Eph. 1:13), 
and we shall remain sealed unto the Day of Redemption (Eph. 4:30). 


The figure of sealing recalls the concepts of ownership, authority, and security. In 
antiquity, physical seals placed upon documents and other items signified all of these 
things (Esther 8:8, Matt. 27:66). In sealing us with His Spirit, God is stamping us with 
the mark of ownership; we are His property. The Spirit’s presence in our lives gives us 
this security. Not only this, but our security is made manifest in the permanence of our 
sealing, taking us right to the culmination of our salvation experience, which is 
glorification. Some have likened the concept to modern registered mail (i.e., sealed mail 
that can only be lawfully opened by either the Sender or the Recipient). Here, God is the 
Sender, the Recipient, and the Seal. He alone can break the Seal—and He has pledged 
not to do so, “...unto the day of redemption.” This sealing is a singular, non-repeatable 
event (the command to be “re-sealed” is non-existent), and is experienced even by 
those somewhat less mature believers who grieve the Spirit (Eph. 4:30), such as the 
flock at Corinth (2 Cor. 1:22). But, as Eph. 4:30 makes plain, the very thought of 
grieving Him, in light of His sealing ministry unto us, should prompt us in holy lifestyles. 
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5. The Earnest of the Spirit. 


In 2 Cor. 1:22 and in Eph. 1:13-14, which also speak of the sealing of the Spirit, we are 
informed that the Spirit has been given as a pledge of our inheritance. The terminology 
is unique to these passages. As we have discussed above, the sealing of the Spirit 
makes the Spirit's abiding presence a pledge and a guarantee of our legacy. 


According to Thayer, arrhabon refers to “money which in purchases is given as a pledge 
or down payment that the full amount will subsequently be paid.” Vincent states that it 
“means caution-money, deposited by a purchaser in pledge of full payment.” The Spirit’s 
presence in our lives is “earnest money,” so to speak: God has bound and pledged 
Himself to complete the final “deal.” Because the part has been received, it is 
guaranteed that the whole is forthcoming. 


The Spirit, therefore, is the pledge that our salvation will be brought to completion. 
Indeed, it could be stated that we already have heavenly existence within us, through 
the Spirit, even prior to our actual arrival in Heaven. 


6. The Illumination of the Spirit. 


Even as the Holy Spirit gave us the inspired Scripture, so too, must He, the author of 
Sacred Scripture, be its interpreter and revealer unto fallen men. The Word of God is, to 
be sure, a great Light, “a lamp to my feet and a light to my path (Ps. 119:105),” but our 
sin-clouded minds have left us unable to natively apprehend its Light (1 Cor. 2:14). Its 
Divine origins place it in an entirely different class than other literature. The Spirit, being 
infinite God, knows the infinite mind of God (I Cor. 2:9-11), and can reveal Him—and 
His Word—unto us (1 Cor. 2:12-13). 


Illumination is that work of the Spirit which assists, enlightens, and enables us in 
properly apprehending and comprehending the teaching of Holy Scripture. It is, in effect, 
that shining of the Light which enables us see the Light, and is the anointing of | John 
2:27. It therefore has to do with the meaning of the biblical record, as opposed to being 
synonymous with inspiration and revelation. 


In the Upper Room Discourse, our Lord spoke prophetically of the Spirit's coming 
teaching ministry (cf. John 14:26;16:7-8,13-15), and in Luke 24:25-27, the story of the 
disciples on the road to Emmaus, we see the principle illustrated as God, in Christ, 
“explained to them the things concerning Himself in all the Scriptures.” 


7. The Comfort of the Spirit. 


Again, in reference to the Upper Room Discourse, our Lord in John 14:16, 15:26, and 
16:7 referred to the Spirit as another Paraclete (variously rendered Helper, Comforter, 
Counselor, Advocate; a term unique to the Johannine Corpus). Jesus Himself is called 
Paraclete (Advocate) in 1 John 2:1. This is a legal terminology, referring to an Advocate 
or Helper for the Defense who both stands with and who counsels His People. The Holy 
Spirit is another Advocate and Counselor, who, like Christ, stands with His People, 
wisely advising, directing, encouraging, and strengthening them, as well as serving as 
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one who convicts the world—in its sinful antagonism—of its wrong on their behalf, and 
who also stands as our Advocate before the Father’s Throne. 


8. The Grieving of the Spirit. 


That we might be filled with the Holy Spirit, we are taught to put on the new man (Eph. 
4:24) and set aside sinful patterns that cause emotional grief and true pain unto that 
Holy Person who indwells us and who seals us, even unto the Day of Redemption (Eph. 
4:30). This stands as a weighty call unto the confession of sin (Il John 1:9), as well as 
the development of personal piety and purity. 


9. The Quenching of the Spirit. 


In 1 Thess. 5:19, we are told “Do not quench the Spirit.” This refers to stifling, 
suppressing, hindering, or limiting God’s work in our lives. This, again, is an obstacle to 
receiving the filling of the Spirit (Eph. 5:18), and is the antithesis or opposite to the 
desirable spiritual characteristic of yielding unto the Spirit and unreservedly presenting 
ourselves and the totality of our existence as voluntary sacrifices unto God (Rom. 6:13, 
12:1). 


10. The Fruit of the Spirit. 


If we do not grieve the Spirit with persistent sinful attitudes and behaviors, and if we do 
not quench His influence in our lives, opening ourselves to the fullness of the Spirit and 
submitting to His control and pervasive influence, then we would expect to see the 
unmistakable sign within our lives of orthopraxy’s certain fruition. Galatians, chapter 
five, enlists various evidences of such Spirit-directed progress in maturity and 
sanctification: 


Gal. 5:22-23: “But the fruit of the Spirit is love, joy, peace, patience, kindness, 
goodness, faithfulness, gentleness, self-control; against such things there is no 
law.” 


Our discussion on the filling of the Spirit, above, likewise further addresses this topic. 


11. The Gifts of the Holy Spirit. 


The rise of the modern Pentecostal/Charismatic Movement within the 20" Century has 
created certain confusion in this matter, in that this popular expression of the Modern 
Church claims that certain miraculous sign-gifts (tongues, miracles, prophecies, signs 
and wonders) are still to be entertained as normative—or at least viable and 
permissible—for the present era. The position is not accurate, in that such flamboyant 
sign-gifts and ministries—which were never anticipated to be universal (1 Cor. 12:30) 
— were uniquely distinctive of the foundational (Eph. 2:20) ministry of the Apostles, and 
that such sign-gifts were to cease with the completion of the Canon (1 Cor. 13:8-10) 
and the close of the ministry of the Apostles, whose divinely appointed commission 
they were specifically designed to supernaturally authenticate. 
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2 Cor. 12:12: The signs of a true apostle were performed among you with all 
perseverance, by signs and wonders and miracles. 


It is also of interest to note that within the witness of the final gasps of the Apostolic 
Era, the Johannine Corpus, there is to be found no mention of such activities. It is also 
of interest to observe that the very next Church Age, that of the Early Church Fathers, 
commonly regarded such flamboyance and miraculous activity as being something 
characteristic of the earlier Apostolic time, as opposed to representing a living reality of 
their own era. 


Having said that, it nonetheless may be a positive consequence of the modern 
Charismatic Movement that there is within the contemporary church a renewed interest 
in what may have been a somewhat neglected but important doctrine of Scripture; 
namely, that of spiritual gifts. 


The term charisma refers to a “grace gift;” it is that which comes to us as believers by 
the grace of God (Rom. 12:3, 6). A spiritual gift could be described as a divinely 
endowed special ability bestowed upon a member of the Body of Christ for service. The 
gifts are to be distinguished from natural talents or naturally developed abilities. 
Whereas the latter may come to us from God via our parents or naturally develop in the 
course of life, spiritual gifts come to us supernaturally, directly from the Hand of God. 
Further, the emphasis of the major passages relating to spiritual gifts (Rom. 12, Eph. 4, 
| Cor. 12) deals with their use in the service of the Body (in contrast to natural abilities, 
which may be of benefit to mankind on a more natural, as opposed to spiritual, level). 


Eph. 4:11-12: “And He gave some {as} apostles, and some {as} prophets, and some 
{as} evangelists, and some {as} pastors and teachers, for the equipping of the 
saints for the work of service, to the building up of the body of Christ..." 


These gifts, which come to us from Christ, the Head of the Church (Eph. 4:7-11), and 
by the Holy Spirit (as emphasized in 1 Cor. 12), are to be further distinguished from 
such things as a place of service (the gift being the ability, not the place where it is 
used) or an Office (distinguishing between the office of Pastor and the gift of pastor- 
teacher). It might be observed, however, that when we speak of gifts, we can speak of 
them either in terms of being a special endowment of an ability unto an individual (as in 
1 Cor. 12:7), or in the sense of the endowment of specially gifted individuals unto the 
church (as in Eph. 4:11-12). 


Many of these gifts are enumerated in 1 Cor 12:7-10, 28-30, Rom. 12:6-8, and Eph. 
4:11. These lists are not necessarily to be seen as exhaustive, however, and the 
diversity within unity found within the Body may be further enhanced by different 
combinations and manifestations of these gifts within different individuals. While some 
may have multiple gifts (1 Cor. 12:31), each believer has, as Peter observes, at least 
One spiritual gift: 


1 Pet. 4:10: “As each one has received a {special} gift, employ it in serving one 
another as good stewards of the manifold grace of God." 
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It is not to be expected, however, that any one believer would have all of the spiritual 
gifts, for we Christians are designed, as the flow of discourse of 1 Cor. 12:12-27 
indicates, as mutually dependent upon one another. No believer is designed to be a sort 
of self-sufficient island-unto-himself. 


Jesus Christ is the living and active Head of His Church (Eph. 1:22, 4:15, 5:23, Col 
1:18), and He and His Spirit, in their Divine Sovereignty, distribute the gifts unto local 
assemblies as they are needed, and as They see fit. Any theory of Church 
administration that does take this reality into account as the central dynamic of practical 
ministry and instead, chooses to look to the world and its organizational models, is 
doomed to failure (1 Cor. 1:20). 


12. The Blasphemy of the Holy Spirit. 


The blasphemy against the Holy Spirit—the unpardonable sin—is referred to in Matt. 
12:31-32, as well as Mark 3:28-30 and Luke 12:10. In the context in which it appears, 
the religious leaders of the nation (both the Pharisees—Matt. 12:24—as well as the 
Scribes, in Mark 3:22) attributed the open, uncontested, and obviously miraculous 
works of Christ—the Messianic signs—unto the power of Beelzebul, the prince of 
demons. Christ then instructed them that with regard to whoever commits this sin, that it 
is an “eternal sin (Mark 3:29),” and that it “shall not be forgiven him, either in this age or 
in the {age} to come (Matt. 12:32).” 


It has been often wondered: “Can this particular sin be committed by people today, and 
what is it, exactly?” Recently, for example, there has been a fad in which young people 
are being dared and encouraged to commit “the unpardonable sin” on the Internet. Also, 
many sincere people have been left panic-stricken by the fear that they might of, at one 
time in their life, somehow committed the “unpardonable sin.” On various occasions, 
some have also sought identify this sin with such awful crimes as murder or adultery. 
But how then did David experience God’s forgiveness (2 Sam. 12:13)? Or Paul, who 
breathed “...threats and murder against the disciples of the Lord (Acts 9:1)?” 


Some would regard the blasphemy of the Holy Spirit referred to in these passages as a 
mindset and hardness of heart that spurns the witness of the Spirit and which 
culminates in a fixed condition of final unbelief, resulting in the sinner leaving this earth 
in an unforgivable and unpardonable state. While it is most certainly true that all of the 
above characterized the mindset of the scribes and the Pharisees, and that anyone 
today who embraces such an outlook will most assuredly enter eternity in a hopeless 
and unpardonable condition, it is nonetheless not our opinion that the specific sin 
mentioned here simply refers to despising or rebuffing the Spirit’s conviction and 
persisting in unbelief. 


We would first observe that because one is unforgiven (having failed to avail oneself of 
the potential means of forgiveness), this is not the same as stating that the individual 
was unforgivable. Further, unbelief itself cannot be seen as the unforgivable sin, for 
many have persisted and struggled in unbelief until finally submitting and coming unto a 
saving knowledge of the Lord. In contrast, the sin mentioned here immediately allowed 
no opportunity for repentance; it was marked as unforgivable, and unalterably so. Also, 
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the use of the term blasphemy suggests something more than simply unbelief; it soeaks 
of something that involves the use of words. It should be observed, however, that while 
blasphemy is certainly both terrible and wicked, it is not, in and of itself, generally 
regarded as unpardonable. Nonetheless, the frightening, bone-chilling words that Jesus 
speaks seem to point to a specific—unpardonable—sin that these men had just 
committed. 


With all of these things in mind, we feel it would be best to view our Lord’s remarks 
within the historic context in which they were expressed. These leaders— 
contemporaries of Christ— had directly heard His words and had personally bore 
eyewitness to the prophesized Messiah's authenticating sign miracles, which were done 
in the power of the Holy Spirit. Yet, they chose, in their unmitigated hatred of Truth, to 
attribute these Divine works unto Satan, and thus identify the works of supreme Good 
with the power of supreme Evil. 


Understanding that degrees of accountability are an important factor in the justice of 
God (Luke 11:32; 12:47-48; 23:34), it should be observed that in beholding the direct, 
physical presence of Christ, in His glory, performing sign miracles, these learned men 
were placed upon a higher level of personal accountability than others. If fearful 
warnings against those who have been given much are in force today (Heb. 6:4-8; 
10:26-29), which result in a final, irreversible hardening, how much more so, against 
these men, who had been made privy to the zenith of Divine Revelation? These men 
had rejected not only the witness of Christ (Matt. 12:32a), but had placed themselves in 
the realm of the unforgivable by rejecting as well the testimony of the final witness that 
would be given them: that of the Holy Spirit. 


For this reason, we feel that in its basic aspects, this sin may be regarded as 
“dispensational” in character; i.e., something that requires the physical presence of 
Christ, in order to be carried to its ultimate expression, as depicted here. Thus, it could 
be committed, in its particular and unique sense, during the three decades of Christ’s 
earthly life in ancient Judea, or again, during the thousand-year Millennial Kingdom. In 
both sets of circumstances, unregenerates will have the special privilege of directly 
witnessing, with their very eyes and ears, the words and splendor—as well as the 
miracle-working power—of Messiah. In both of these conditions, men will persist in their 
hatred and rebellion, rejecting the testimony made supremely available unto them, 
bringing dreadful and fearful consequences unto themselves (cf. Rev. 20:9). 
Interestingly, we might observe in passing that there is one school-of-thought that sees 
the reference to “the age to come’ within Matt. 12:32 as a potential Millennial reference. 


13. The Conviction of the Spirit. 
Jesus speaks of this ministry of the Spirit in John 16:8-11: 


"And He, when He comes, will convict the world concerning sin and righteousness 
and judgment; concerning sin, because they do not believe in Me; and concerning 
righteousness, because I go to the Father and you no longer see Me; and 
concerning judgment, because the ruler of this world has been judged.” 
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This work of Conviction can be accomplished by the Spirit through His direct witness 
unto men’s consciences, or through the proclamation of the Spirit-given, inspired Word. 
Also, the continuing presence in the world of that Spirit-indwelt Nation, the Church of 
God, is a prime component in holding back the complete purification of human society 
and civilization (Matt. 5:13-16). Only when the Church is physically removed from planet 
Earth shall the full and ultimate personal expression of Antichrist be revealed (2 Thess. 
2:7-8). 


Regarding a proper definition of the concept, we might refer to Conviction as that work 
in which clear, decisive, persuasive, and unimpeachable evidence is brought to light 
and placed before an antagonist, who must then make the determination whether or not 
he will comply with the Truth. The term’s usage (e/egcho) in Matt. 18:15 indicates that it 
involves setting the evidence before the individual and making an exposure of guilt; but 
not, however, the idea that the individual will personally or necessarily accept such 
reproof. Conviction, therefore, is not to be confused either with effectual calling or with 
conversion. 


With the above thought in mind, we should observe that the audience of this conviction 
is, according to John 16:8, “the world.” Thus, given the fact that the concept of 
conviction does not necessarily involve repentance, we see that it is not merely God’s 
elect that are in view, but a broader spectrum of general humanity. However, in that this 
conviction involves something more than the universal conviction that is associated with 
natural revelation (Rom. 1:18-20), it is not clear that this conviction of the Spirit is 
universal, given the following specifics that John 16:8-11 associates with it. The world, 
we are taught in this passage, is convicted of sin regarding its unbelief; it is further 
convicted of the righteousness that is provided for us by the Cross of Christ (Rom. 3:21- 
26) and justified by our Lord’s resurrection and Ascension (Acts 13:33). It is also 
convicted of the Divine Judgment executed upon Satan (cf. John 12:31, Matt. 25:41), 
which may refer to that judgment which was executed upon the Cross, and/or that 
judgment which awaits its final ultimate and eschatological expression (Rev. 20:10), 
with Satan’s ultimate and eternal destruction—as well as that visited upon his minions, 
including the individual unbeliever. 
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V. MAN. 


A. How can God justly hold men responsible for Adam’s sin? 


In the first place, we must acknowledge an important spiritual principle: namely, 
whatever a Holy and Omniscient God chooses to do is supremely just, regardless of 
whether or not we mere finite and sinful creatures can “understand” it. 


Deut. 32:4: "The Rock! His work is perfect, For all His ways are just; A God of 
faithfulness and without injustice, Righteous and upright is He.” 


Rom. 9:20: “On the contrary, who are you, O man, who answers back to God?" 
With regard to this particular question, the key Scripture involved is Romans 5:12: 


Rom. 5:12: “Therefore, just as through one man sin entered into the world, and 
death through sin, and so death spread to all men, because all sinned...” 


This Scripture deals with the concept of the imputation (or reckoning) of Adam’s sin unto 
us. How Adam’s sin is somehow related unto ours has solicited a number of major 
historic responses, including the following: 


1. The Pelagian View, which teaches that there is no relationship whatsoever 
betwixt Adamic sin and our own, other than in the sense that Adam provided a 
bad example for us. This view discounts such ideas as the Fall, Original Sin, or 
Total Depravity. 


2. The Arminian View, which teaches that Adamic sin is imputed to individuals 
when they stand in agreement and consent with Adam and personally and 
willfully choose to become sinners themselves (the Arminian view of Romans 
5:12). Though original righteousness was lost due to Adam's Fall, Arminians 
nonetheless believe that the universal influence of the Holy Spirit counteracts the 
effects of inherited corruption to the extent that genuine obedience is theoretically 
possible, if man is willing. 


3. The Federal, or Representative View, which teaches that in the sin of Adam, all 
of humanity is indeed condemned. This is because of the nature of humanity's 
relationship unto Adam. Here, Adam is viewed as the Federal, or Representative 
Head of the human race, who entered into a Covenant of Works with God that 
promised both blessing and cursing unto Adam’s progeny based upon his 
obedience or disobedience relevant to the terms of the covenant. Thus, Adam’s 
sin and guilt are imputed unto us, his depraved offspring—even though only 
Adam sinned. A reference to this is seen by advocates of this view in Hosea 6:7: 
“But like Adam they have transgressed the covenant...” 


4. The Augustinian View—also called the Seminal or Realistic View—which 
teaches that Adam’s sin is imputed unto us because each of us, in a very realistic 
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way, was in the Garden with him, literally partaking of his sin. This view sees us 
as seminally present within Adam—even as Heb. 7:9-10 sees the unborn Levi 
paying tithes unto Melchizedek through his great-grandfather Abraham. Thus, 
Adam’s sin and guilt is charged and imputed unto us because we truly are guilty; 
we genuinely sinned in Adam. This view, in one form or another, has a noticeably 
impressive pedigree behind it, including Augustine, the High Reformers (Luther, 
Calvin, et al), Edwards, Shedd, Strong, etc. 


5. The Agnostic School recognizes the biblical reality of the genuine imputation of 
Adam’s sin, affirming both our guilt and God’s justice, but in response to 
problems and enigmas associated with both the Federal and Realistic ideas, 
chooses to affirm that the manner of connection between us and Adam is 
ultimately a mystery. 


The Pelagian view is sub-Christian—pagan, in fact—in that it pays only the barest of 
lip-service unto biblical revelation and offers a humanistic—as well as utterly unreal— 
anthropology that rejects the testimony of such passages as Rom. 3:9-18. Only cultists 
and sectarian heretics would dare adhere to such a perspective. The Arminian halfway 
house, likewise, while held by certain devout Christians, cannot be taken seriously, for it 
chooses to ignore what the passage (Rom. 5:12) flatly states—namely, that phrase “all 
sinned” is connected with the sin of Adam, even as the sin of the one is clearly and 
repeatedly emphasized in Rom. 5:15-19. In the sin of the one, all sinned. 


The latter positions have been held by godly and orthodox men, and certainly we do not 
deny that there is much that remains beyond the pale of our comprehension and 
present human ability to conceptually realize. Indeed, no one model may prove entirely 
satisfactory in this regard. Nonetheless, we feel that there is much to commend with 
regard to the Augustinian, or Realistic View, with the understanding that various 
passages other than Heb. 7:9-10 support the Hebraic idea of Family solidarity. This 
concept is illustrated rather vividly within Joshua 7:11-26, in which the sin of Achan— 
committed by him alone, yet visited upon the nation—was punished through the 
destruction of his entire household (vv. 24-25). It should be further observed that this 
view seems more consistent with the biblical Traducian concept behind the origin of the 
soul (Gen. 5:3; 46:26; Heb. 7:9-10), and we also might mention, along with Augustine, 
that angels—who have no parental relationship, and who were directly created as 
individuals—fell as individuals when they sinned, and not, in the fashion and manner of 
humanity, which, having a common parent, fell as a corporate unit. While human beings 
are clearly depicted as responsible individuals within the Word (Deut. 24:16, 2 Kings 
14:6, Ezek. 18:20), this does not eradicate the fact that nations are also dealt with as 
single organisms. 

With regard to the justice of the matter, we must remember that there are other forms of 
biblical imputation, some of which we as believers would seem to have no problem 
whatsoever in embracing—in that it is to our benefit. We should remember that the 
discussion of our relationship unto Adam in Romans 5 is held up as being analogous to 
our relationship unto Christ. Christ is presented in both Romans 5 and in | Cor. 15 as 
the 2" Man, the Last Adam (1 Cor 15:45)—the one other significant-man through whom 
God deals with the Human Race. If we complain that Adam’s sin is imputed unto us, do 
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we complain that our sins have been imputed unto Christ (2 Cor. 5:19, 21), or that His 
righteousness has been imputed unto us (Rom. 5:18-19)? If we complain that we were 
not physically present at Eden, do we therefore complain that we were not physically 
present at Calvary? If we demand independence of Adam, shall we then demand 
independence of Christ? 


In the end, we return to the point from which we began: we believe what God says 
about Himself, His deeds, and His justice, through the witness of His Word. Thus, 
Adam’s sin is my sin, because God said so. 


B. Why is a literal, 6-day creation by God important in the issue of Adamic sin 
and our justification? 


With regard to the basic matter concerning the analogous relationship between 
ourselves and Adam on the one hand, and ourselves and Christ on the other, many of 
the comments addressed above in subsection 5.A. are applicable here as well. Even as 
the sin of the first Adam is charged unto us (Rom. 5:12), the sin of the believer is 
charged unto Christ, the Head of our race, the last Adam (1 Cor 15:45), as is hauntingly 
and richly illustrated by Paul in his epistle unto Philemon. 


Philemon 1:17-18 "If then you regard me a partner, accept him as {you would} me. 
But if he has wronged you in any way or owes you anything, charge that to my 
account...” 


Our cure and remedy for Adam’s transgression is the imputation of the righteousness of 
Christ unto all who believe (Rom. 3:22, 1 Cor. 5:21). Even as all men are said to be in 
solidarity with Adam, so too are all believers said to be “in Christ (1 Cor. 15:22).” Even 
as we are condemned in Adam, in whom we sinned, so too are believers declared 
righteous in Christ, who obeyed the demands of God’s Law unto perfection. His perfect 
righteousness and Personal merits now belong to us (Rom. 5:18-19), who have no 
intrinsic righteousness or personal merit (Rom. 3:19-22). It is Christ alone who is the 
meritorious ground of our justification (Gal. 2:15-16). 


Of course, if there be no real Adam, no real Garden, no real Tree of Testing, no real 
original transgression resulting in Humanity’s collective guilt and despair, and no real 
consequences of having sinned—then the entire Pauline edifice contrasting the type of 
Adam with the Person of Christ (Rom 5:14) falls to pieces. Even as Christ is clearly 
regarded as an historical Personage, so too does the Apostle regard His forerunner, the 
first representative Adam, as a genuine historical personage. Even as the work of Christ 
finds its true basis in real time/space, as opposed to some sort of existentialist 
geschichte, so too must we regard the work of Adam. To cast doubt upon Eden can 
only lead us to cast doubt upon Calvary (John 3:12). 


If an historical Adam is but a fig-newton of the collective imaginations of Wellhausen’s 
Mssrs. J,E,P, & D, and if the entire Genesis framework of a six solar-day Creation and a 
literal Garden of Eden is but a mythic farce, then there is no basis for Original Sin and 
for the understanding that human death and mortality are a result of the Curse (Gen. 
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2:17, 3:16-19, Ezek. 18:4, Rom. 6:23). If the biblical cosmology is overthrown, then we 
are inevitably left with the understanding that the sin nature and death are but ages-old, 
natural—and therefore, non-moral—concepts. If the Bible’s perspective on historical 
matters is faulty, so too is its understanding of doctrinal issues (again, John 3:12). 


In closing, we might ponder what better explanation is there found available to us than 
the Genesis account of Adam’s Fall for explaining such phenomena as the universal 
sinfulness and depravity of man (Rom. 2:12, 3:23), as well as the death of infants (who 
are susceptible to death before the age of accountability; cf. Ps. 51:5). And if there is no 
Original Sin, they why are there no perfect or sinless people, save for Christ (as 
Pelagian Theory vainly hopes for)? 
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Vi. SALVATION. 


A. Define “Legalism.” 


The term legalism can have different shades of expression, dependent upon the 
context. With regard to the basis of Salvation, /egalism is indicative of a works- 
righteousness-based salvation, along the lines offered classically by the Pharisees, the 
Essenes, and various historical expressions of rabbinic Judaism. Legalism can be 
regarded as a foundational pillar of the world system, in that the major world religions— 
if they are not universalisms—invariably offer mankind a salvation based upon human 
merit and the cultivation of intrinsic personal righteousness (e.g., Islam). Sadly, many 
nominally Christian groups also have endorsed this principle, including the ancient 
Judaizers, Roman Catholicism, and Eastern Orthodoxy, as well as numerous 
professedly Christian heretical sects such as the Seventh Day Adventists and the 
Campbellites. The innumerable and ubiquitous pseudo-Christian cultic societies that 
continue to plague us (e.g., the Watchtower & other Russellite groups, the Mormons 
and other Latter Day Saint groups, and the “Oneness” Pentecostals) also offer this 
principle as their version of “the gospel.” 


Legalism is based upon a minimization of God’s perfect standard of righteousness (Isa. 
6:3-5; James 2:10-11)—which is infinite and uncompromisingly holy—and an 
accompanying exaggeration concerning our own qualities of merit—which are 
pervasively soiled and infinitely inadequate (Isa. 64:6). In God’s sight there is “none 
righteous, not even one (Rom. 3:10),” and in Matt. 7:11 Jesus goes so far as to refer to 
a common humanity as “evil.” In Rom. 3:20, the folly of a works-based salvation is 
exposed when Paul tells us that “...by the works of the Law no flesh will be justified in 
His sight; for through the Law comes the knowledge of sin.” Biblical salvation is by 
grace, through Faith (Eph. 2:8-9), and the believer’s sole basis in having any sort of 
legal righteousness before God is to be clothed in the righteousness of Christ—which is 
an alien and imputed righteousness (Rom. 5:18-19). Our Lord’s devastating parable of 
Luke 18:9-14, the account of the Pharisee and the Publican, in a practical sense 
illustrates the folly and hopelessness of a works-based soteriological system (v. 9: “And 
He also told this parable to some people who trusted in themselves that they were 
righteous, and viewed others with contempt.”). 


In another sort of context, the tern /egalism is often used of those who insist on adding 
their own man-made standards or rules unto the Christian message, and who attempt to 
place other Christians under unscriptural bondages (Gal. 5:1) regarding various 
questions concerning lifestyle and practices by ignoring the basic principles of Christian 
Liberty as discussed within Romans 14 and | Cor. 8. Those who build an authoritative 
hedge about the law or attempt to impose a Talmudic legalistic structure based upon 
the traditions of men (Mark 7:7-8) court the wrath of God for adding, in the de facto 
sense, their own human legislation unto His Holy Word (Rev. 22:18). 


None of this, of course, is intended to give the slightest credence or support to the 
hideous opposite to legalism, called antinomianism (“opposed to law”). To be spiritual 
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means that we acknowledge the binding authority of the Word in our lives (cf., 1 Cor. 
14:37—unto a carnal church). We have no right or scriptural basis whatsoever to regard 
ourselves as belonging unto the Lord if we persistently live for Satan (I John 3:4-10). If 
we love Him, we will certainly obey Him (John 14:15), and conversely, if we are 
practitioners of lawlessness, then we do not really know Him (Matt. 7:21-23). 


Learning the true will of the Lord through the careful and honest study of His Word is the 
prescribed cure for both legalism and antinomianism. 


B. Discuss briefly the following terms, citing appropriate Scripture: 
1. Regeneration. 


John 3:3: "Jesus answered and said to him, "Truly, truly, I say to you, unless one 
is born again he cannot see the kingdom of God." 


Regeneration (Matt. 19:28, Titus 3:5) is a work of sovereign Divine grace (John 1:13) in 
which God freely gives new life unto the dead (Eph. 2:1: “And you were dead in your 
trespasses and sins...”), renewing our hearts, which, due to original sin, were 
antagonistic towards God and the things of God (Eph. 2:3, 1 Cor. 2:14). In this mighty 
work, the Spirit recreates the human heart and we are made new creatures (II Cor. 
5:17)—with the inclination and capacity to love and adore God. In John 3, the language 
of the “new birth” is used, referring to a spiritual renaissance, or birth from above. 
Unless a man is born again, he cannot even see—let alone enter—the Kingdom of God 
(John 3:3). To call a man a “born again Christian,” while descriptive, is somewhat 
redundant. Al/ true Christians are born again; if one has not experienced such a rebirth, 
he is not a Christian. | Peter 1:23 tells us that we “have been born again not of seed 
which is perishable but imperishable, that is, through the living and enduring word of 
God.” Ultimately, it is the destiny of these renewed men to inhabit a renewed Heaven 
and Earth. 


2. Redemption. 


With regard to our salvation, the figure and terminology of Redemption is employed: 


Rom. 3:24: "...being justified as a gift by His grace through the redemption which 
is in Christ Jesus..." 
Our freedom was obtained by the meeting of a price; namely, the atoning death of 
Christ, which was the ransom payment for our salvation (Rev. 5:9-10). 


The use of the word redemption is an example of how the terminology of the forum, or 
marketplace, through various Greek words, is sometimes used in ascribing meaning to 
the Atonement. Other texts that speak of the payment of a price or the making of a 
purchase include Matt. 20:28, Acts 20:28, | Cor. 6:20, | Cor. 7:23, Gal. 3:13, Gal. 4:5, 
and | Pet. 1:18. 
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3. Adoption. 


Rom. 8:15: For you have not received a spirit of slavery leading to fear again, but 
you have received a spirit of adoption as sons by which we cry out, "Abba! 
Father!" 


One of our blessings from the Cross is the matter of our Adoption. In Greco-Roman 
antiquity—the background for the Pauline doctrine of Adoption—adoption was a 
common practice among childless couples. A person—not necessarily an orphan— 
would be adopted into a wealthier family with the full rights and privileges of Sonship. In 
contrast, the natural parents, if still living, no longer possessed any further claim upon 
the child once he had been received into the adoptive family. 


Paul uses this terminology some five times within his epistles (Rom. 8:15, 23; 9:4; Gal. 
4:5; Eph. 1:5). Putting the testimony of these verses together, we would observe that 
through the atonement of Christ (Gal. 4:5), the Father’s predetermined plan to adopt us 
into His family (Eph. 1:5) is attainable. As believers, we are already and presently 
adopted (Rom. 8:15), but the fullness of the doctrine’s consummation awaits our bodily 
resurrection (Rom. 8:23). 


Formerly, we were children of wrath (Eph. 2:3), but now, we have been redeemed from 
our former position under the Law (Gal. 4:5) and are sons of the Most High, with full 
adult familial privileges. 


4. Justification. 


This is a forensic term, involving a legal declaration and a judicial verdict. To be justified 
is to be declared legally righteous in God’s sight. 


How can an obviously unjust and radically sinful humanity be declared legally righteous 
in His sight? In that a holy and righteousness God must behold genuine righteousness 
in making such a declaration, man would be utterly without hope if the process were 
merely analytic, in the Romish manner, and partially based upon good works and the 
piling-up of supposed human merit (Gal. 2:16, 21; 2cf. Isa. 64:6, regarding God’s 
appraisal of our good works). 


Rom. 3:10: “..as it is written, "THERE IS NONE RIGHTEOUS, NOT EVEN ONE," 


Rom. 3:20: "...because by the works of the Law no flesh will be justified in His 
sight; for through the Law comes the knowledge of sin.” 


Through faith, however, the perfect righteousness of Christ, who uniquely met the 


totality of the Law’s demands, is imputed, or reckoned unto those who believe (Rom. 
3:22), and the merits of Christ become ours. 
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2 Cor. 5:21: "He made Him who knew no sin {to be} sin on our behalf, so that we 
might become the righteousness of God in Him.” 


Being in Him, we are legally, perfectly, and positively righteous in the Father's sight. 
Justification is therefore a synthesis; an alien righteousness that is not our own has 
been added unto us. This righteousness is no “legal fiction;” it is a genuine 
righteousness—that of Christ—imputed unto those who are in Him and who belong to 
Him, through faith (Eph. 2:8-9, Phil. 3:9). 


Justification by faith alone was, of course, central to the great contest of the Protestant 
Reformation, and is, as Dr. Luther affirmed, a pivotal article upon which the Church of 
God stands or falls. 


5. Sanctification. 


If we have genuinely experienced regeneration and possess a true, saving faith, then an 
authentic sanctification will inevitably follow an authentic justification (Heb. 12:14). 


1 John 2:3: “By this we know that we have come to know Him, if we keep His 
commandments.” 


The term sanctification (Gk., hagiasmos) itself means “to set apart,” and can be 
employed in a variety of ways. 


Positional Sanctification refers to our positional standing before God; we are regarded 
as holy before God because of work of Christ, and are therefore accounted as “saints” 
(e.g., 1 Cor. 1:2: “To the church of God which is at Corinth, to those who have been 
sanctified in Christ Jesus, saints by calling, with all who in every place call on the name 
of our Lord Jesus Christ, their Lord and ours...”) 


Experiential Sanctification is a work of Divine grace in which we are progressively 
enabled, more and more in this life, to die unto sin and be freed from the bondage of 
sinful patterns. In the process of sanctification, we are genuinely and increasingly 
transformed so that Christlike attitudes, affections, and virtues will become ever more 
apparent in the witness of our life and testimony. This is the plan and will of God for us: 
we were predestined “to become conformed to the image of His Son” (Rom. 8:29). Of 
course, this sanctification will vary in progress, with regard to our cooperation with the 
work of the Spirit. It is with reference to this experimental and progressive sanctification 
that Paul prayed for the believers at Thessalonica: “Now may the God of peace Himself 
sanctify you entirely; and may your spirit and soul and body be preserved complete, 
without blame at the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ (1 Thess. 5:23).” It is through the 
appointed ministry of the Word that this is made possible (Eph. 5:26), as symbolized by 
Footwashing (John 13); cf. 1 Thess. 4:3-7. 
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6. Glorification. 


Sometimes referred to as Ultimate Sanctification, this is the end of the “Golden Chain” 
of Redemption spoken of in Romans 8:29-30: 


“For those whom He foreknew, He also predestined {to become} conformed to the 
image of His Son, so that He would be the firstborn among many brethren; and 
these whom He predestined, He also called; and these whom He called, He also 
justified; and these whom He justified, He also glorified.” 


This glorification is the final condition of the believer, when our salvation is at long last 
consummated, and believers inherit their fixed, imperishable, and perfect state. 


1 Cor. 15:53-55: For this perishable must put on the imperishable, and this mortal 
must put on immortality. But when this perishable will have put on the 
imperishable, and this mortal will have put on immortality, then will come about 
the saying that is written, "DEATH IS SWALLOWED UP in victory. "O DEATH, 
WHERE IS YOUR VICTORY? O DEATH, WHERE IS YOUR STING?" 


Jesus, our forerunner (Heb. 6:20) and the first fruits (1 Cor. 15:20) was the first to 
experience glorification (Acts 26:23). We—His People—will ultimately likewise 
experience resurrection glory: 


Phil. 3:20-21: For our citizenship is in heaven, from which also we eagerly wait for 
a Savior, the Lord Jesus Christ; who will transform the body of our humble state 
into conformity with the body of His glory, by the exertion of the power that He 
has even to subject all things to Himself. 


1 John 3:2: Beloved, now we are children of God, and it has not appeared as yet 
what we will be. We know that when He appears, we will be like Him, because we 
will see Him just as He is. 


1 Cor. 13:12: For now we see ina mirror dimly, but then face to face; now I know 
in part, but then I will know fully just as I also have been fully known. 


All sin shall be removed from us and we shall therefore enjoy perfected communion with 
God, experiencing the long hoped for (Num. 6:24-26) blessing of the Beatific Vision: 


Matt. 5:8: "Blessed are the pure in heart, for they shall see God.” 


Rev. 22:3-4: There will no longer be any curse; and the throne of God and of the 
Lamb will be in it, and His bond-servants will serve Him; they will see His face, 
and His name will be on their foreheads. 
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7. Repentance. 


Ezek. 18:30-32: "Therefore I will judge you, O house of Israel, each according to his 
conduct," declares the Lord GOD. "Repent and turn away from all your 
transgressions, so that iniquity may not become a stumbling block to you. "Cast away 
from you all your transgressions which you have committed and make yourselves a 
new heart and a new spirit! For why will you die, O house of Israel? "For I have no 
pleasure in the death of anyone who dies," declares the Lord GOD. "Therefore, 
repent and live." 


Matt. 3:1-2: Now in those days John the Baptist came, preaching in the wilderness of 
Judea, saying, "Repent, for the kingdom of heaven is at hand." 


Matt. 4:17: From that time Jesus began to preach and say, "Repent, for the kingdom 
of heaven is at hand." 


Repentance, or yetdavoia, refers to “a change of mind.” It refers to a turning away from 
sin and a consequent turning unto God and His will. Repentance is a virtuous alteration 
of the mind and purpose that begets a like virtuous change in the life and practice; it 
results in a radically transformed attitude and direction. As such, it transcends mere 
attrition (the sort of shallow spurious “repentance” that is exhibited each time a naughty 
schoolboy is caught breaking the rules, and seeks to avoid punishment), and is 
characterized by genuine godly sorrow, or an authentic spirit of contrition, leading unto 
repentance. 


2 Cor. 7:10: For the sorrow that is according to the will of God produces a 
repentance without regret, leading to salvation, but the sorrow of the world 
produces death. 


Ps. 51:17: The sacrifices of God are a broken spirit; a broken and a contrite heart, O 
God, You will not despise. 


Repentance, in the practical sense, is inseparably the other side of faith; one cannot 
turn to Christ in faith without sincerely turning from sin in repentance; one cannot have 
Christ as Savior without embracing Him as Lord. An impenitent cannot be saved. 


Luke 13:3: "I tell you, no, but unless you repent, you will all likewise perish.” 


8. Grace. 


Eph. 2:8-9: For by grace you have been saved through faith; and that not of 
yourselves, it is the gift of God; not as a result of works, so that no one may boast. 


A basic proposition for which the Protestant Reformers contended in their struggle 
against Rome was that of sola gratia : namely, that salvation is solely a matter of Divine 
grace. We have no saving merits of our own to commend us; only the merits of Christ, 
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graciously reckoned unto us. Grace is here defined, as it is in the above Scripture, as 
the unmerited favor of God. It is God’s mercy and favor resting upon us who have no 
intrinsic basis whatsoever for receiving such kindness (cf. Rom. 4:1-8, Titus 3:4-7). 


Human salvation is a monergism (as opposed to a Romanist or Arminian synergism), in 
that it ultimately comes from one source—the throne of God—and, as Eph. 2:8-9 
testifies, even the matter of our personal faith is the gift of God (cf. Phil. 1:6). Our 
election is both sovereign and unconditional—and is not based upon our ability or upon 
a foreseen response (cf. Eph. 1:4-6; Rom. 9:16, 18). Likewise, the calling of the elect is 
effectual in nature (John 6:37, 44; also cf. Matt. 22:14). Our security likewise is eternal 
in nature, as John 6:37 and 10:27-29 declare. Eternal (aindnos) life is the present 
possession of the believer (John 3:16, 36), based upon the finished work of Christ (John 
19:30), and we are sealed by the Spirit unto the day of redemption. 


9. Propitiation. 


Propitiation refers to the fact that in the atonement, the wrath and righteous demands of 
Almighty God were fully satisfied or appeased in the substitutionary death of Christ. The 
death of Christ was fully sufficient to meet and placate this demand. Romans 3:25-26 
make it clear that in the sacrificial shedding of Christ's blood, God has maintained His 
integrity and justice while yet pardoning the sinner and further declaring him righteous. 
The concept is also referred to in Heb. 2:17 and in | John 2:2 and 4:10. 


It could be observed that propitiation is a personal term, in the sense that it reminds us 
that it is not against some impersonal cause-and-effect principle that we have sinned, 
but rather, that we have offended a holy and personal God whose just demands must 
be honored and satisfied. 


10. Reconciliation. 


Rom. 5:10: For if while we were enemies we were reconciled to God through the 
death of His Son, much more, having been reconciled, we shall be saved by His 
life. 


The element of sin has caused a breech betwixt a holy God and a sinful humanity, and 
has made us subject to His wrath (Romans 5:9). If man is to be saved, this relationship 
must be altered from one of antagonism unto one of peace. Reconciliation refers to 
such a change from a state of enmity and hostility unto one of concord and peace. 


This harmony between God and man could only come to us through the Passion of our 
Lord Jesus Christ. Through the Cross of Christ, the Prince of Peace (Isa. 9:6), barriers 
are broken down and men can be reconciled unto God (II Cor. 5:18-19), as well as unto 
one another. These twin themes are present within Eph. 2:13-16: 


Eph. 2:13-16: But now in Christ Jesus you who formerly were far off have been 
brought near by the blood of Christ. For He Himself is our peace, who made both 
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groups into one and broke down the barrier of the dividing wall, by abolishing in 
His flesh the enmity, which is the Law of commandments contained in ordinances, 
so that in Himself He might make the two into one new man, thus establishing 
peace, and might reconcile them both in one body to God through the cross, by it 
having put to death the enmity. 


11. Atonement. 


To make atonement for something is to make amends, or to “set things right,” so to 
speak. As native sinners and therefore objects of Divine wrath, there must be a 
propitiation for our sins if we are to be reconciled unto God. The Atonement—Christ’s 
finished and all sufficient work upon the Cross—is central to the Christian Message. 


1 Cor. 2:2: For I determined to know nothing among you except Jesus Christ, and 
Him crucified. 


The Cross is foreshadowed by the Old Testament types of animal sacrifices (Heb. 10:1- 
4), which pointed unto the coming sacrifice of the pure Lamb of God (John 1:29), who 
takes away the sins of the world (Isa. 53:4-11; | Pet. 2:24). It is through the shedding of 
blood that our redemption has been purchased (Eph. 1:17, 2:13; Col. 1:20; Rev. 5:9, 
etc.) 


Heb. 9:22: And according to the Law, one may almost say, all things are cleansed 
with blood, and without shedding of blood there is no forgiveness. 


On the Cross, He experienced both true death and separation from the Father (Matt. 
27:46)—taking upon Himself our Hell as a true substitutionary sacrifice and becoming a 
curse for us (2 Cor. 5:21, Gal. 3:13)—and making a full atonement for our 
transgressions. 


Throughout Church History, a number of theories have arisen concerning the nature of 
the Atonement. These numerous theories can be generally categorized within several 
basic kinds of theory. 


First are those deficient or incorrect theories which see the Atonement principally as a 
victory over Satan (as with the ancient Ransom Theory, or with Aulen’s modern 
Dramatic Theory). 


Second are those likewise insufficient or mistaken theories which see the value of the 
Atonement principally in terms of its exemplar aspects. Among the variety of theories 
which would fall within this broad category would include Abelard’s Moral Influence 
Theory, Socinus’ Example Theory, and Grotius’ Governmental Theory. 


Third would be those theories which, correctly, see the Atonement primarily in terms of 

penal substitution and in terms of the satisfaction of the demands of Divine justice. This 
would include Anselm’s Satisfaction Theory, and, more perfectly, the Penal Substitution 
teaching of Calvin and the Reformers. 
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As the above passages obviously indicate, the Atonement is vicarious—Christ died on 
our behalf. It is a substitutionary atonement—He became our penal substitute, bearing 
the wrath due our transgressions. 


Mark 10:45: "For even the Son of Man did not come to be served, but to serve, 
and to give His life a ransom for many." 


1 Pet. 3:18: For Christ also died for sins once for all, {the} just for {the} unjust, 
so that He might bring us to God, having been put to death in the flesh, but made 
alive in the spirit... 


C. Explain these texts in relation to salvation: 


1. Romans 13:11. 


"Do this, knowing the time, that it is already the hour for you to awaken from 
sleep; for now salvation is nearer to us than when we believed." 


The above text cannot be used to negate the clear biblical teaching that eternal 
salvation is already the believer's present and eternal possession (John 3:16, 36; Eph. 
2:5, 8-9). 


In point-of-fact, the believer's salvation-experience has various past/present/future 
aspects to it. This understanding is central to the celebration of Holy Communion, in 
which each of these aspects is brought into full view and consideration (salvation- 
present: John 13:8-10; salvation-future: Rev. 19:9; salvation past-accomplished: Matt. 
26:26-28). 


Judicially speaking, believers are in right standing with God, and our salvation is an 
accomplished fact (Rom. 8:1). The Spirit has been given as a pledge or down-payment 
of this assurance (Eph. 1:13-14). 


Likewise, we are “being saved,” in the sense that our salvation experience is 
experiential. Our salvation is not simply a judicial fact; it is also the impartation of a new 
life (2 Cor. 5:17) involving dynamic progressive sanctification (Eph. 5:25-27). This is the 
sense behind the idea that we are presently “being saved.” 


1 Cor. 1:18 For the word of the cross is foolishness to those who are perishing, 
but to us who are being saved it is the power of God. 


2 Cor 2:15 For we area fragrance of Christ to God among those who are being 
saved and among those who are perishing... 
While our salvation is an accomplished judicial fact which is being lived and 
experienced in the present, there is a sense—as in Rom. 13:11— in which our full 
salvation is something that awaits final completion. The consummation of our salvation 
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comes with our final resurrection unto the glorified state (1 Cor. 15:53-55), in which we 
shall inhabit that place which even now the Lord is presently preparing for us (John 
14:3). Rom. 8:23-25 makes reference to the various past/present/future aspects to the 
believer's salvation. 


2. Mark 16:16. 


Mark 16:16: "He who has believed and has been baptized shall be saved; but he 
who has disbelieved shall be condemned. 


This is, of course, a favored text among those who practice baptismal regeneration. 
Several points should be made in refutation of this error, however. 


1. 


We are frequently taught that it is through faith that we are saved (Luke 7:50, 
23:42-43; Eph. 2:8-9), and that it is in our belief (John 1:12; 3:15-16, 18, 36; Acts 
16:31) that we are joined unto Christ—not through a human work such as water 
baptism. It is the blood—not the water—that cleanses us from our sins (1 John 
1:7). An ambiguous and isolated text such as this cannot overthrow clear and 
repetitive scriptural teaching. Every doctrine has its problem texts; but it is a 
basic principle of sound hermeneutics that the unclear be interpreted in the light 
of the clear. 


. It is well known that the textual authority for Mark 16:9-20 is highly questionable, 


and that there are multiple proposed endings for Mark’s Gospel. It is therefore 
insecure to strenuously base any doctrine of Scripture upon the limits these 
verses (as with the “snake-handlers;” cf. Mark 16:18). 


. Inthe early church, new converts were regularly baptized immediately upon 


conversion (Acts 2:41, 16:33). Furthermore, water baptism symbolizes those 
things that are associated with the commencement of our salvation experience 
(the saving work of the Triune God-Matt. 28:19; cleansing from sin-Acts 2:38; 
etc.). It is therefore unsurprising if certain texts closely link and associate the 
symbol with that which it is intended to symbolize—without the slightest 
suggestion, however, that the symbol and the reality comprise one and the same 
thing. 


. The mention of baptism in the first part of the statement in no wise demonstrates 


or proves that water baptism is the deciding or crucial element. An example: “Let 
me go and get my coat and my keys and start the car.” Question: Is getting one’s 
coat essential to starting a motor vehicle? Note that only unbelief—not the lack 
of baptism—is what the text informs us leads to final damnation. 


3. | Corinthians 15:2. 


1 Cor.15:2: “..by which also you are saved, if you hold fast the word which I 
preached to you, unless you believed in vain.” 
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Those who have “believed” in vain are those who did not possess a genuine, trusting, 
biblical faith. They are like Judas Iscariot; their shallow commitment unto the Lord is 
ultimately exposed for the sham that it is, when they fail to finally persevere. Such false 
professors are also spoken of in the parable of the wheat and the tares (Matt. 13:24-30). 
John likewise refers unto those who “left” the true apostolic circle, entering a state of 
apostasy: 


1 John 2:19: They went out from us, but they were not {really} of us; for if they 
had been of us, they would have remained with us; but {they went out,} so that it 
would be shown that they all are not of us. 


We are further reminded of the false professors of Matt. 7:21-23, with the understanding 
that profession and possession are two different entities. 


Matt. 7:20: "So then, you will know them by their fruits.” 


4. James 2:20-21. 


“But are you willing to recognize, you foolish fellow, that faith without works is 
useless? Was not Abraham our father justified by works when he offered up 
Isaac his son on the altar?” 


This text has long been employed by Romanists as a refutation of the Reformer’s 
Doctrine of Justification by Faith Alone (sola fide). The statement that we are “justified 
by works” is viewed as a support for the Catholic teaching that Justification is an 
analytic process, based upon congruous merit and faith p/us works. 


But while the Reformers did indeed teach Justification by Faith alone (Rom. 3:21-28), 
they did not teach that such a faith is a /onely faith (i.e., something that exists without 
accompanying good works). While Sanctification may not be the cause of Justification, it 
is most certainly the necessary and inevitable result of Justification. 


It is of interest to note that James adopts the same historical model to demonstrate his 
point that Paul does in Romans 4: namely, that of Abraham, the father of those who 
believe. 


Rom. 4:1-5: What then shall we say that Abraham, our forefather according to 
the flesh, has found? For if Abraham was justified by works, he has something to 
boast about, but not before God. For what does the Scripture say? "ABRAHAM 
BELIEVED GOD, AND IT WAS CREDITED TO HIM AS RIGHTEOUSNESS." 
Now to the one who works, his wage is not credited as a favor, but as what is due. 
But to the one who does not work, but believes in Him who justifies the ungodly, 
his faith is credited as righteousness... 


It should be readily apparent that if James is speaking of our legal Justification before 
God (as Rome claims that he is doing), then there is a hopeless contradiction between 
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him on the one hand, and Paul on the other. Paul says that Abraham was justified by 
Faith, apart from works, but James, on the other hand, says that the Patriarch was 
justified by works. Is it inevitable, therefore, that the Bible is but a mass of falsehood 
and internal contradictions? 


It should be remembered that the term “justify” does not always refer to a forensic, legal 
declaration. It can also be used in the sense of that which vindicates or stands as a 
demonstration or proof of something else. Thus: 


Luke 7:35: “But wisdom is justified of all her children.” 


This means, of course, that genuine wisdom is demonstrated and vindicated by its 
results. 


Likewise, James is merely making the point that the good works of Abraham— 
culminating in the offering of lsaac—demonstrated before men that his faith was indeed 
a genuine, saving faith, which is associated with the sort of legal justification that Paul is 
talking about, before God. A faith that does not produce such good works is not a 
saving faith, but a dead faith that can save no one. 


There is, therefore, no contradiction between the two Apostles regarding the nature of 
justification; each was simply employing the terminology in a different manner, viewing 
salvation from a different angle and perspective. 


5. Philippians 2:12-13. 


"So then, my beloved, just as you have always obeyed, not as in my presence only, 
but now much more in my absence, work out your salvation with fear and 
trembling; for it is God who is at work in you, both to will and to work for His 
good pleasure." 


In light of everything we have stated above in Section VI, this is obviously not a 
reference to achieving one’s salvation via good works. Salvation, here, is spoken of in 
its complete sense, being mindful that it is not merely a one-time gift, but rather, 
something that continually expresses itself in the life of the believer through the 
sanctification process. The reader is therefore encouraged to run the race of 1 Cor. 
9:24-27 and press on towards the goal, in keeping with the charge of the context in 
which this passage occurs. The call for maturity and personal humility in vv. 1-5 and the 
provided example of Christ (vv. 5-11) are the basis of the charge of wv. 12-13. 


6. Hebrews 6:4. 


“For in the case of those who have once been enlightened and have tasted of the 
heavenly gift and have been made partakers of the Holy Spirit..." 


This difficult passage has provided fruit for a variety of interpretations. For the Arminian 
and others, this is yet another supposed “proof text” demonstrating that the believer can 
lose his salvation. Again, in light of everything we have thus far spoken in Section V1 
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regarding the security of a regenerate believer, this is of course an utter impossibility. 
Regardless of what the text actually means, we can at least be certain of what it cannot 
mean; namely, Arminian conditional security. 


Some see this as a sort of hypothetical discourse, urging immature believers to press 
on to maturity. Since one cannot “restart” the Christian life (v. 6), which would require 
the hypothetical and impossible condition of falling away and being yet again brought 
unto salvation, the believer has but two options: either to stay in the present— 
unacceptable—level of immaturity and face the fearful, though not eternal, 
consequences (v. 8), or to press on to maturity (v. 9). This view has much to commend 
it, in that the context (5:11-14) seems to address the issue of maturity, and the 
characteristics of the individuals spoken of would seem to be uniquely applicable unto 
believers (vv. 4-5). 


However, it is also within the realm of possibility that the discourse addresses the 
condition of apostates (cf. Heb. 10:26-31)—people who were so closely associated with 
the believing community that they not only received full exposure unto its message, but 
even shared to a certain extent in its blessings, because to their close personal 
proximity unto the People of God. In this case, the fearful warning of v. 8 involves more 
than simply the loss of rewards and crowns. Here, the controversy over security is not 
an issue; these people were never saved in the first place. 
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Vil. THE CHURCH. 


A. Give your understanding of the UNIVERSAL and LOCAL Church with 
Scriptural references. 


Despite the claims of certain independent Baptists who fallen under the sway of 
“Landmark” theology, the Universal, or catholic, is clearly a present reality, according to 
the Scriptures, despite certain differences of opinion concerning how best to define the 
term. Various texts employ the term ekk/esia in a manner that is best understood in this 
way: 


Acts 9:31 "So the church throughout all Judea and Galilee and Samaria enjoyed 
peace, being built up; and going on in the fear of the Lord and in the comfort of 
the Holy Spirit, it continued to increase.” 


1 Cor. 12:28 “And God has appointed in the church, first apostles, second 
prophets, third teachers, then miracles, then gifts of healings, helps, 
administrations, {various} kinds of tongues.” 


Eph. 1:22-23 “And He put all things in subjection under His feet, and gave Him as 
head over all things to the church, which is His body, the fullness of Him who fills 
all in all." 


Col. 1:18 “He is also head of the body, the church; and He is the beginning, the 
firstborn from the dead, so that He Himself will come to have first place in 
everything.” 


Col. 1:24 “Now I rejoice in my sufferings for your sake, and in my flesh I do my 
share on behalf of His body, which is the church, in filling up what is lacking in 
Christ's afflictions.” 


Heb. 12:23 "...to the general assembly and church of the firstborn who are 
enrolled in heaven, and to God, the Judge of all, and to the spirits of {the} 
righteous made perfect...” 


A working definition of the Universal Church would see it as the entire company of 
believers of this Church Age—with its beginning at Pentecost—both amongst the living 
and the dead, throughout the earth and in Heaven (Heb. 12:23), who have experienced 
the regeneration (| Peter 1:3, 22-23), indwelling, and baptism of the Holy Spirit (1 Cor. 
12:13), and who form that One spiritual Body (Eph. 1:23) which is under the Headship 
of Christ (Eph. 5:23), who purchased her with His own blood (Eph. 5:25, Rev. 5:9). 
This is the very Church that Christ told us that He would build in Matt. 16:18: 
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"I also say to you that you are Peter, and upon this rock I will build My church; 
and the gates of Hades will not overpower it." 


This Church is One under the Headship of Christ in the unity of the Holy Spirit and in the 
catholic essentials, or absolute irreducibles, of the Faith: 


Eph. 4:4-6: “There is} one body and one Spirit, just as also you were called in one 
hope of your calling; one Lord, one faith, one baptism, one God and Father of all 
who is over all and through all and in all." 


The Universal Church concept is therefore an important one to be recognized in that it 
holds out as a distinct possibility the reality of genuine fellowship and cooperation with 
other true and orthodox believers. 


The precise actual and numeric membership of this Church is known unto God, and 
awaits ultimate eschatological revelation. Within the visible local assemblies of the 
world, of course, tares have been sown amongst the wheat (Matt. 13:24-30), and the 
names of innumerable false professors are recorded within their rolls of formal 
membership (Matt. 7:21-23). In contrast to the local assemblies, however, only the 
names of regenerate Christian believers comprise the membership rolls of the Universal 
Assembly (cf. Rev. 3:5). Obviously, given its trans-denominational, trans-dimensional, 
and genuinely spiritual and regenerate character, the Universal Church, under the sole 
Headship of Christ, cannot be identified completely or exclusively with any particular 
ecclesiastical body, tradition, or denomination, nor with its earthly headquarters and 
temporal headship (in marked and utter contrast, of course, with the historic Romanist 
position). 


Some have chosen to refer to the Universal Church as the invisible church, with the 
emphasis upon its spiritual character and presently unknown perimeters, as well as in 
God’s elective purpose. In point of fact, however, in that much of the church is quite 
visible, such a distinction may not be well advised. 


What is often called the Local Church exists in various expressions, being applied, for 
example, unto highly localized house-churches (Rom. 16:5), or even unto the collective 
churches of a given city or localized area (1 Cor. 1:2). For that reason, some would 
argue for an alternate multi-faceted classification that goes beyond the usual 
universal/local scheme of arrangement in dealing with the various aspects of the 
Christian Church. 


Nonetheless, the Local Church can generally be seen as the visible church as | 
personally encounter it in the world, through which comes outward ministry, the 
administration of the Ordinances, and the general fulfillment of the Great Commission 
(Matt. 28:19-20). This local expression is characterized by its worship and praise (| Cor. 
14:26), public teaching (Acts 2:42), regular fellowship (Acts 2:42, Heb. 10:25), distinct 
membership (Acts 2:47), a diverse and gifted ministry (Rom. 12:3-8), organization (Acts 
14:23, Titus 1:5), and discipline (1 Cor. 5:1-13). For these reasons, we are commanded 
to be in union (Heb. 10:25) and fellowship with such a local and visible expression of the 
Body. 
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B. How would you identify the distinguishing characteristics of the 
following denominational groups? 


1. The Church of the Brethren. 


The present-day body now calling itself the Church of the Brethren traces its descent to 
the majority “conservative” faction that remained with main body of Brethren, under the 
authority of Annual Meeting, following the great upheavals of 1881-83—a schism which 
resulted in both Progressives (who formed the Brethren Church) and ultra-conservatives 
(now basically called Old German Baptist Brethren) withdrawing from the majority 
community. 


Whilst historically the COB can trace its direct lineal descent from early 18'" century 
Brethren community, in point of fact, the COB has become in actual practice and in 
many important aspects over the years a liberal and worldly WCC- style mainline 
denomination. This can be seen in the unbiblical, anti-doctrinal, anti-truth attitude of its 
official website, in which the Church seeks to sell itself in these terms, under the 
Heading “Tell me more about the Brethren:” 


“If you’re fed up with doctrine— 
and still hungry, 
try another way.” 


The site goes on to boast in the following: 


“Though the Brethren as a group have existed for nearly three hundred years, 
we subscribe to no formal ‘creed’ or set of rules. We simply try to do what Jesus 
did.” 


“For guidance, Brethren look to the scriptures rather than to doctrine. Our faith 
emphasizes compassion, peacemaking, and simplicity.” 


The totality of the sect’s attempt at a doctrinal statement, if one wishes to so regard it, is 
essentially summed up for us in the following nauseating effort at achieving an 
inoffensive, “politically correct” ecumenical discourse: 


“The central emphasis of the Church of the Brethren is not a creed, but a 
commitment to follow Christ in simple obedience, to be faithful disciples in the 
modern world. As do most other Christians, the Brethren believe in God as 
Creator and loving Sustainer. We confess the Lordship of Christ, and we seek to 
be guided by the Holy Spirit in every aspect of life, thought, and mission.” [Note 
that God, here, is Creator & Sustainer—but not Father! Do they believe in the Trinity? 
Or is this but another example of WCC neo-Sabellianism? And what good is it to 
speak of “discipleship,” if this alleged discipleship is without any sort of definite form 
and specific doctrinal content?] 


“We hold the New Testament as our guidebook for living, affirming with it the 
need for lifelong and faithful study of the Scriptures. Brethren believe that God 
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has revealed an unfolding purpose for the human family and the universe 
through the Hebrew Scriptures (or Old Testament), and fully in the New 
Testament. We hold the New Testament as the record of the life, ministry, 
teaching, death, and resurrection of Jesus Christ, and of the beginnings of the 
life and thought of the Christian church.” [Note that the Bible here is a “guidebook” 
and a “record”...but not necessarily the infallible and inerrant Breath of God of 2 Tim. 
3:16 J] 


“Faithful following of Jesus Christ and obedience to the will of God as revealed 
in the Scriptures have led us to emphasize principles that we believe are central 
in true discipleship. Among these are peace and reconciliation, simple living, 
integrity of speech, family values, and service to neighbors near and far.” [Note 
that none of these principles that “are central in true discipleship” include anything to 
do with either evangelism or the teaching of doctrinal truth, as commanded in the 
Great Commission of Matt. 28:19-20.] 


For the record, | was unable to readily find a single clear presentation of the Gospel 
anywhere on their website—even under the heading “What does it mean to be a 
Christian?” We are inescapably reminded of the words of Paul: 


Rom. 1:16 For I am not ashamed of the gospel, for it is the power of God for 
salvation to everyone who believes, to the Jew first and also to the Greek. 


We have been speaking in terms of general and noticeable ruling tendencies. We are 
aware, of course, that the overall picture is more complicated, in that there are varieties 
of belief and expression within the group (e.g., everything from evangelicalism, to 
radical liberalism, to Charismatic Renewal, etc.) and that there are certain pockets of 
conservativism yet within the denomination, including the Brethren Revival Fellowship. 
However, while recognizing the existence of such individuals (Rev. 3:4), it is painfully 
clear from the denomination’s general activities on the national level that the more 
conservative voices have obviously not proven powerful enough to stem the tide and 
reverse the course chartered by the group’s apparently pervasive WCC brand of 
liberalism. 


2. The Brethren Church (Ashland). 


The Ashland Brethren find their historic origins in great divisions of the early 1880’s 
within the Brethren community, with the Brethren Church (Ashland) emerging from the 
Progressive Movement, under the leadership of Henry Holsinger. This revolt was 
necessarily born out of an unbiblical fossilized traditionalism that was then broadly 
current amongst the Dunkers, and because of the authoritarian abuses associated with 
Annual Meeting. 


Half-a-century later, a failure to either adopt or maintain full biblical and fundamentalist 
standards and to fully reject modernism ultimately led to internal disturbances regarding 
the fidelity of Ashland College, as well as to the double-standards-controversy regarding 
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the treatment of those students enrolled at Ashland Theological Seminary vs. the 
treatment of those who were associated with Ashland College. Other controversies 
included disputes over the matter of the grace of God in salvation, legalism, and the 
relationship of water baptism unto salvation. These matters would lead to the formation 
distinct “Grace” and “Ashland” parties, with the Grace group taking the Ashland group to 
task for confusing the terms of salvation through its embrace of legalism and for its 
tolerance of modernism. Advocates of the Ashland position, on the other hand, would 
come to see the “Grace” group as being “guilty” of introducing an alien fundamentalism 
and such similarly alien concepts as Calvinism and dispensationalism into the fold and 
departing from so-called “historic Brethrenism.” The Grace group was further seen by 
some within Ashland circles as antinomian in character and criticized for allegedly 
setting aside the present-day expression of the Sermon on the Mount’s Kingdom-ethics. 


On the positive side, there are many fine and sincere Christian people who are today 
associated with the Ashland Church, and a perusal of their official denominational 
website indicates a people who at least seem to take the Bible seriously, in that its 
precepts are discussed and referenced as being authoritative—an obvious and marked 
contrast from the Church of the Brethren’s website. Further, an examination of the 
website reveals a clear and conspicuous Gospel statement concerning the necessity for 
a personal salvation encounter with Jesus Christ and an explanation of the Divine 
purpose that lay behind the Atonement. It has been observed (cf., Durnbaugh, Meet the 
Brethren) that in general, the Ashland Church today tends to conform to general 
conservative Protestant evangelical beliefs and standards. 


On the negative side of the ledger, a study of Ashland belief reveals a theology 
permeated with Arminianism, including a denial of Eternal Security. The believer is 
initially saved by grace through faith—but apparently preserved through his personal 
efforts at maintaining faithfulness. Regarding the Church, Durnbaugh states that while 
Puritan covenant theology avowing the full continuity between the Church and Israel is 
not quite affirmed, neither still does Ashland tend to embrace the total discontinuity 
associated with modern Dispensationalism. 


It would seem, at least from my perspective, as an outsider, that there is some degree 
of doctrinal irregularity and variation within the denomination—perhaps owing to the 
group’s commitment to the Anabaptist-mindset that theology is something to be “lived” 
rather than “studied from a textbook,” and the accompanying anti-creedalism that 
regularly attaches itself to such a viewpoint. This variation emerges, for example, in the 
group’s eschatological perspective. While Premillennialism is generally favored today, 
along with Pre-tribulational-Rapturism, these views are not as universally embraced or 
dogmatically affirmed as one would hope. 


3. The Fellowship of Grace Brethren Churches, and, 
4., The Conservative Grace Brethren Churches, International. 


As one of the numerically more modest strands (as compared to, say, something like 
the historic English Baptist Tradition) within the confusing and varied tapestry of modern 
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American religious expression, Grace Brethrenism’s place of importance is easy for 
those who dwell outside of the narrow confines of our own Brethren circles to 
overlook—despite the fact that many of our better-known spokesmen (McClain, Hoyt, 
Boyer, Bauman, Whitcomb, Kent, etc.) have made noticeable and invaluable 
contributions unto the larger conservative evangelical/fundamentalist community-in- 
general. On a personal note, | recall a conversation | once had with a highly articulate 
and otherwise well-educated young graduate of Divinity from Bob Jones who had not 
even the foggiest notion of our existence. 


Despite this present lack of widespread recognition—which should not be seen as a 
discouragement (Rev. 3:8), but rather, as a challenge to inspire all of us to work 
harder—we believe that the pioneering work of Dr. McClain and the other early F@BC 
organizers, without exaggerating, represents a crucial development in the general 
history of Christian practice and theology. Here, in this work, we see a unique coming- 
together of a variety of historical strands of thought and tradition that, when combined, 
have produced a brilliant and matchless synthesis that represents, in all denominational 
modesty, an expression of the Faith that is perhaps historically unparalleled in its overall 
biblical fidelity. While upholding the value of Brethren distinctives—especially regarding 
the Ordinances and general Ecclesiology—early Grace Brethrenism set aside the 
wooden-headed deprecatory approach to doctrine and scholastic theology that is so 
often exhibited by other historic Brethren groups, and affirmed the best within such 
categories of reference as Modern Fundamentalism, Dispensational Premillennialism, 
and Calvinism. 


Regarding the controversy that has arisen within the Grace Brethren Community in 
more recent years: it is of course regrettable and a matter of great sadness when such 
divisions are forced upon believers—especially when there are now found on both sides 
of the formal denominational-divide God-loving and faithful men of essentially like- 
beliefs and practices. 


Nonetheless, the separation, as we see it, based upon the spirit of 1 Cor. 5:6, was by no 
means a frivolous or ill-advised one. 


1 Cor. 5:6: “Your boasting is not good. Do you not know that a little leaven leavens 
the whole lump of dough?" 


If ecclesiastical history has taught us anything, it is that historical structures and 
denominational traditions are in constant need of cleansing, reparation, and on-going 
reformation. This is owing to the relentless opposition offered unto us by the cruel 
hatred of the Evil One (1 Pet. 5:8) and because our own native pride and weakness (1 
John 2:16). 


1 Pet. 5:8: “Be of sober spirit, be on the alert. Your adversary, the devil, prowls 
around like a roaring lion, seeking someone to devour.” 


Time and time again, we have seen once faithful seminaries (e.g., Princeton, Andover, 
Fuller, etc.) and historically orthodox denominations collapse into infidelity—and in 
some cases, out-and-out apostasy—simply because they chose not stay on the alert, 
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and allowed a small amount of compromise and poison to be ingested—which in turn 
infected the entire organism and began a process which led to the institution and/or 
community’s inevitable and predictable slide down the slippery slope unto ultimate 
devastation. 


In recognition of the growing threat posed by the “New Evangelicalism” increasingly 
embraced at Grace Theological Seminary and elsewhere, and further posed by the 
deterioration of Fellowship standards regarding, among other things, the question of 
Membership (hearkening back to the 1959 actions of two California churches and the 
resulting 1964 compromise-resolution concerning the issue of trine immersion and its 
relation unto Church Membership), it became necessary for the so-called 
“Conservative” faction to attempt to conserve the crucial distinctives of Grace 
Brethrenism by taking an ethical and principled stand upon these issues. This stand, 
unfortunately, has ultimately resulted in the schism and separation that we see today 
within the Community. 


It should also be observed at this point that the term “conservative” within the title 
“Conservative Grace Brethren Churches” does not refer to a stubborn embrace of 
culture-based anachronisms or to a needlessly censorious “fuddy-duddy” attitude 
towards those matters in which God has granted Christians liberty. Rather, it refers to 
the conservation of clear and legitimate Biblical Truth. 


It is earnestly hoped that the resulting new entity, the Conservative Grace Brethren 
Churches International, will long maintain both the spirit and standards characteristic of 
the Grace Brethren Movement’s founding pioneers, neither compromising its solid 
foundation of biblical fundamentalism or caving-in on its distinctive historic Brethren 
standards—while, at the same time, soberly resisting the all too human tendency to 
embrace a self-righteous and unduly sectarian attitude that crosses the thin line into a 
reactionary form of self-parody and caricature. 
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Vill. THE CHRISTIAN LIFE. 


A. What does the Bible teach about: 


1. The Doctrine of Holiness. 


1 Pet. 1:14-16: As obedient children, do not be conformed to the former lusts 
{which were yours} in your ignorance, but like the Holy One who called you, be 
holy yourselves also in all {your} behavior; because it is written, "YOU SHALL BE 
HOLY, FOR I AM HOLY." 


The standard for the Christian is a lifestyle of separation, or personal holiness. Like the 
Priests of the OT (2 Chron. 35:3, Ezra 8:28), and like anything that belongs to, is 
associated with, or dedicated unto a holy God (Ex. 30:10; Lev. 27:14, 21, 28; 30, 32; 
Neh. 8:9), we are “Holy unto the Lord.” We have been cleansed by His blood (Heb. 
9:22), are positionally holy, having been justified (2 Cor. 5:21), as well as set apart for 
His service. 


1 Pet. 2:9 “But you are A CHOSEN RACE, A royal PRIESTHOOD, A HOLY 
NATION, A PEOPLE FOR {God's} OWN POSSESSION, so that you may proclaim 
the excellencies of Him who has called you out of darkness into His marvelous 
light..." 


Even as we are considered holy in this positional sense, we are, experientially, to live 
holy and separated lives, sanctified by the cleansing of the Word (Eph. 5:26) and in 
conformity with the moral law of the revealed standards of Scripture as exemplified by 
the life and witness of Jesus Christ (Phil. 2:5-11, 1 Pet. 2:21). It is the ultimate will of 
God for us that we be “conformed to the image of His Son (Rom. 8:29),” even as we 
daily live by the Spirit, “putting to death the deeds of the body (Rom. 8:13)” and present 
our “bodies a living and holy sacrifice, acceptable to God (Rom.12:1).” 


1 Thess. 4:3: "For this is the will of God, your sanctification...” 


Christians are not called unto a monastic-style withdrawal from outward interaction with 
the world (John 17:15), but they are called unto a life of moral purity, as well as a 
standard of ethical and philosophical nonconformity and spiritual separation from the 
world system, being instructed to “deny ungodliness and worldly desires and to live 
sensibly, righteously and godly in the present age (Titus 2:12).” Personal separation 
from the inverted values of “this present evil age (Gal. 1:4),” in fact, is held-up as 
objective evidence relating to our justification: 


1 John 2:15: "Do not love the world nor the things in the world. If anyone loves 
the world, the love of the Father is not in him." 
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The Christian is to be separated in terms of his customs (Romans 12:2), with regard to 
all that we say (I Tim. 4:12) and do (1 Cor. 10:31). He is also to be separated in terms of 
his associations, not engaging in spiritual confederacies with un-believers (2 Cor. 6:14- 
7:1). Furthermore, the world’s wisdom is not to be our wisdom (1 Cor. 1:18-31), and the 
pride and arrogance associated with world’s ethic (Matt. 19:30), manifesting itself in 
militant or evil practices (2 Tim. 3:1-6) are not to be our practices (Matt. 5:43-48, Rom. 
12:9-21). 


Matt. 5:48 "Therefore you are to be perfect, as your heavenly Father is 
perfect.” 


It should be observed that while a genuine and on-going progressive sanctification is to 
be regarded as both possible and normative for the believer as he or she cooperates 
with Divine grace, the Wesleyan concept of a perfected holiness, or a perfected love— 
within the confines of this present life—is an unscriptural view of sanctification that not 
only flies in the face of clear biblical revelation concerning the believer's ongoing 
struggle with sin (cf. Paul’s account of his internal battles regarding the persistent nature 
of sin, despite his new identity in Christ; Rom. 7:14-25), but which also involves the 
believer in engaging in incredible and dishonest contortions of mind in order to escape 
the self-evident reality of our present failure to meet God’s perfect ethical and moral 
standards (1 John 1:8). 


2. The difference between Law and Grace. 


John 1:17: “For the Law was given through Moses; grace and truth were realized 
through Jesus Christ." 


Rom. 7:12: “So then, the Law is holy, and the commandment is holy and righteous 
and good.” 


The concept of Law, of course, cannot save anyone. The Law is, first of all, a unit; 
whoever has violated it in part has, in fact, successfully violated it in whole. 


James 2:10: "For whoever keeps the whole law and yet stumbles in one {point,} he 
has become guilty of all.” 


Secondly, the Law’s standards, as our Lord has instructed as, are absolute perfection. 
The Law must be perfectly realized—both internally and externally—and can be violated 
through both sins of commission and sins of omission. 


Matt. 5:21-22: "You have heard that the ancients were told, 'YOU SHALL NOT 
COMMIT MURDER’ and ‘Whoever commits murder shall be liable to the court.’ 
"But I say to you that everyone who is angry with his brother shall be guilty 
before the court; and whoever says to his brother, ‘You good-for-nothing,' shall 
be guilty before the supreme court; and whoever says, ‘You fool,’ shall be guilty 
enough to go into the fiery hell.” 
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Matt. 5:27-28: "You have heard that it was said, 'YOU SHALL NOT COMMIT 
ADULTERY’; but I say to you that everyone who looks at a woman with lust for 
her has already committed adultery with her in his heart.” 


Matt. 7:12: "In everything, therefore, treat people the same way you want them 
to treat you, for this is the Law and the Prophets." 


Gal. 3:10: For as many as are of the works of the Law are under a curse; for it is 
written, "CURSED IS EVERYONE WHO DOES NOT ABIDE BY ALL THINGS 
WRITTEN IN THE BOOK OF THE LAW, TO PERFORM THEM." 


For this reason, “by the works of the Law no flesh will be justified (Gal. 2:16).” 


Gal. 3:11: Now that no one is justified by the Law before God is evident; for, 
"THE RIGHTEOUS MAN SHALL LIVE BY FAITH." 


Salvation, by the mercy of God, therefore, is by grace—the unmerited favor of God— 
through faith, as opposed to a justification based upon some hopeless and unattainable 
works/righteousness principle. 


Rom. 3:28: For we maintain that a man is justified by faith apart from works of 
the Law. 


Gal. 2:16: "..nevertheless knowing that a man is not justified by the works of the 
Law but through faith in Christ Jesus, even we have believed in Christ Jesus, so 
that we may be justified by faith in Christ and not by the works of the Law; since 
by the works of the Law no flesh will be justified.” 


Eph. 2:8-9: For by grace you have been saved through faith; and that not of 
yourselves, {it is} the gift of God; not as a result of works, so that no one may 
boast. 


And yet, the Law “is holy and righteous and good,” for the Law performs certain vital 
functions with reference to the individual believer, as well as the entire distinctive 
Christian system of truth. 


In the first place, the Law of God is a mirror which serves the twofold purpose of both 
reflecting the unmitigated holiness and supreme ethical purity of the God who gave it 
(Ps. 119:137), as well as exposing the radical and universal sinfulness of a Fallen 
Humanity (Rom. 3:19-20). 


Gal, 3:24: Therefore the Law has become our tutor {to lead us} to Christ, so that 
we may be justified by faith. 
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Rom. 7:7: What shall we say then? Is the Law sin? May it never be! On the 
contrary, I would not have come to know sin except through the Law; for I would 
not have known about coveting if the Law had not said, "YOU SHALL NOT 
COVET." 


Secondly, while the principle of Law possess no intrinsic power to change men’s hearts 
(and in fact, in a sense even excites within natural man a spirit of rebellion against its 
holy precepts; cf. Rom. 7:5, 8-11), it does, nonetheless, play a role in the public restraint 
of evil, which could be called its civil use. The moral guidelines and precepts of law, 
backed by the threat of punitive judicial retaliation, have traditionally served as a curb 
against the human propensity for wickedness, and have played an invaluable role in 
restraining the free exercise of evil and preserving human society from the curse of 
ante-Diluvium anarchy. 


Deut. 13:10-11: "So you shall stone him to death because he has sought to seduce 
you from the LORD your God who brought you out from the land of Egypt, out of 
the house of slavery. Then all Israel will hear and be afraid, and will never again 
do such a wicked thing among you.” 


Deut. 19:20-21: "The rest will hear and be afraid, and will never again do such an 
evil thing among you. Thus you shall not show pity: life for life, eye for eye, tooth 
for tooth, hand for hand, foot for foot.” 


Rom. 13:3-4: For rulers are not a cause of fear for good behavior, but for evil. Do 
you want to have no fear of authority? Do what is good and you will have praise 
from the same; for it is a minister of God to you for good. But if you do what is 
evil, be afraid; for it does not bear the sword for nothing; for it is a minister of 
God, an avenger who brings wrath on the one who practices evil. 


Thirdly, the principle of law stands as basis for Christian ethics, revealing unto us that 
which is pleasing unto God, so that we may honor Him with our lives. We are not called 
unto any sort of expression of Faith that involves an unholy antinomianism (Rom. 6:1). 


Ps. 19:7-8: The law of the LORD is perfect, restoring the soul; the testimony of 
the LORD is sure, making wise the simple. The precepts of the LORD are right, 
rejoicing the heart; the commandment of the LORD is pure, enlightening the 
eyes. 


Ps. 119:9: How can a young man keep his way pure? By keeping {it} according to 
Your word. 


John 14:15: "If you love Me, you will keep My commandments." 
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3. Salvation and rewards. 


The final salvation of a believer is never in question, due to the finished work of Christ 
upon the Cross (John 19:30) and the security of God’s promises (Rom. 8:31-39). 
Believers will not appear at the fearful Great White Throne Judgment at the end of the 
Millennial Age—a Judgment of the Damned. 


The believer will, however, appear at the Bema Seat Judgment following the Rapture 
(note that the Elders of Rev. 4:4, 10—representational of the Church—are already 
wearing their crowns of reward in Heaven, at the outset of the Great Tribulation; also cf. 
Rev. 19:8), where the issue is not salvation (1 Cor. 3:15), but rather, reward (or, 
consequently, deprivation of reward), based upon the believer's expression of 
faithfulness during his earthly pilgrimage. That this is a Believer’s Judgment is further 
emphasized by the fact that those who shall appear in this forum indeed possess a 
Foundation, which is Jesus Christ (I Cor. 3:11). The question is, what was subsequently 
built upon that foundation? 


1 Cor. 3:12-15: Now if any man builds on the foundation with gold, silver, precious 
stones, wood, hay, straw, each man's work will become evident; for the day will 
show it because it is {to be} revealed with fire, and the fire itself will test the 
quality of each man's work. If any man's work which he has built on it remains, he 
will receive a reward. If any man's work is burned up, he will suffer loss; but he 
himself will be saved, yet so as through fire. 


2 Cor. 5:10: For we must all appear before the judgment seat of Christ, so that 
each one may be recompensed for his deeds in the body, according to what he has 
done, whether good or bad. 


Rewards are spoken of in various passages as “crowns:” 


2 Tim. 4:8: "...in the future there is laid up for me the crown of righteousness, 
which the Lord, the righteous Judge, will award to me on that day; and not only to 
me, but also to all who have loved His appearing.” 


James 1:12: Blessed is a man who perseveres under trial; for once he has been 
approved, he will receive the crown of life which {the Lord} has promised to those 
who love Him. 


Rev. 2:10: “Do not fear what you are about to suffer. Behold, the devil is about to 
cast some of you into prison, so that you will be tested, and you will have 
tribulation for ten days. Be faithful until death, and I will give you the crown of 
life.” 
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The subject of rewards is also addressed in Paul’s discourse on running the race in | 
Cor. 9:24-27. John, likewise, addresses the issue of potential forfeiture of rewards, and 
the accompanying genuine sense of loss and shame that attends such forfeiture: 


2 John 1:8: Watch yourselves, that you do not lose what we have accomplished, 
but that you may receive a full reward. 


1 John 2:28: Now, little children, abide in Him, so that when He appears, we may 
have confidence and not shrink away from Him in shame at His coming. 


A balance should regulated in discussing this topic: the joys of Heaven (Rev. 21:4), 
certainly, cannot be allowed to be transformed into the fires of Hell, but yet, our earthly 
discipleship truly matters, and the depravation discussed above must therefore be 
regarded as both real and significant. 


4. The relationship of FAITH and WORKS. 


The Church of Rome has long taught that Justification is not by Faith Alone, but rather, 
man is legally justified in God’s sight by Faith in addition to good works. Thus, the 
Believer’s works are regarded as a basis of his salvation—which, in turn, is an analytic 
process in which God examines the believer for intrinsic merit. However, this teaching 
stumbles in the light of clear scriptural teaching: 


Rom. 3:28: For we maintain that a man is justified by faith apart from works of 
the Law. 


Rome’s error has been to confuse the relationship between Justification and 
Sanctification. In their works/righteousness system, Progressive Sanctification—the 
believer's experiential progress in holiness—is, as previously stated, regarded as the 
basis of Justification. In point of fact, however, Sanctification is not the basis of 
Justification, but rather, is both its result and vindication. We are not saved by good 
works, but unto good works, as Eph. 2:8-10 states with abundant clarity: 


Eph. 2:8-19: “For by grace you have been saved through faith; and that not of 
yourselves, {it is} the gift of God; not as a result of works, so that no one may 
boast. For we are His workmanship, created in Christ Jesus for good works, which 
God prepared beforehand so that we would walk in them." 


Today, modern Evangelicalism is cursed with a widespread “Easy Believism” that 
instructs men to comfortably regard themselves as “saved,” even while living a shameful 
and notorious life characterized by wickedness and apostasy—provided, of course, that 
they once said a proper Sinner’s Prayer and then hurriedly signed a Decision Card 
whilst being given their Assurance of Salvation from a helpful nearby Counselor. The 
Scriptures, however, give no comfort to such a perspective: 
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1 John 2:4-6: The one who says, "I have come to know Him," and does not keep 
His commandments, is a liar, and the truth is not in him; but whoever keeps His 
word, in him the love of God has truly been perfected. By this we know that we 
are in Him: the one who says he abides in Him ought himself to walk in the same 
manner as He walked. 


1 John 2:19-20: They went out from us, but they were not {really} of us; for if 
they had been of us, they would have remained with us; but {they went out,} so 
that it would be shown that they all are not of us. But you have an anointing from 
the Holy One, and you all know. 


Heb. 12:14: Pursue peace with all men, and the sanctification without which no one 
will see the Lord. 


This is what James is getting at when he discusses the matter of our Justification by 
works in James 2:20-21: 


“But are you willing to recognize, you foolish fellow, that faith without works is 
useless? Was not Abraham our father justified by works when he offered up 
Isaac his son on the altar?” 


This text has long been employed by Romanists as a refutation of the Reformer’s 
Doctrine of Justification by Faith Alone (sola fide). The statement that we are “justified 
by works” is, again, viewed as a support for the Catholic teaching that Justification is an 
analytic process, based upon congruous merit and faith p/us works. 


But while the Reformers did indeed teach Justification by Faith alone (Rom. 3:21-28), 
they did not teach that such a faith is a /onely faith (i.e., something that exists without 
accompanying good works). While Sanctification may not be the cause of Justification, it 
is most certainly the necessary and inevitable result of Justification. 


It is of interest to note that James adopts the same historical model to demonstrate his 
point that Paul does in Romans 4: namely, that of Abraham, the father of those who 
believe. 


Rom. 4:1-5: What then shall we say that Abraham, our forefather according to 
the flesh, has found? For if Abraham was justified by works, he has something to 
boast about, but not before God. For what does the Scripture say? "ABRAHAM 
BELIEVED GOD, AND IT WAS CREDITED TO HIM AS RIGHTEOUSNESS." 
Now to the one who works, his wage is not credited as a favor, but as what is due. 
But to the one who does not work, but believes in Him who justifies the ungodly, 
his faith is credited as righteousness... 
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It should be readily apparent that if James is speaking of our legal Justification before 
God (as Rome claims that he is doing), then there is a hopeless contradiction between 
him on the one hand, and Paul on the other. Paul says that Abraham was justified by 
Faith, apart from works, but James, on the other hand, says that the Patriarch was 
justified by works. Is it inevitable, therefore, that the Bible is but a mass of falsehood 
and internal contradictions? 


It should be remembered that the term “justify” does not always refer to a forensic, legal 
declaration. It can also be used in the sense of that which vindicates or stands as a 
demonstration or proof of something else. Thus: 


Luke 7:35: “But wisdom is justified of all her children.” 


This means, of course, that genuine wisdom is demonstrated and vindicated by its 
results. 


Likewise, James is merely making the point that the good works of Abraham— 
culminating in the offering of |lsaac—demonstrated before men that his faith was indeed 
a genuine, saving faith, which is associated with the sort of legal justification that Paul is 
talking about, before God. A faith that does not produce such good works is not a 
saving faith, but a dead faith that can save no one. 


There is, therefore, no contradiction between the two Apostles regarding the nature of 
justification; each was simply employing the terminology in a different manner, viewing 
salvation from a different angle and perspective. 


B. Briefly elaborate on the following. 


1. Evangelical ecumenism. 


Joining hands with Romanists, SDA’s, apostate theological liberals and neo-orthodox 
existentialists in spiritual alliances involves the believer in violating the principle of 
separation (2 Cor. 6:14-7:1) with regard to the unregenerate. It should be remembered 
that such individuals—though they may outwardly represent historically legitimate 
Christian traditions—are as unregenerate as any other sort of pagan representing one 
the world’s openly non-Christian religious systems. 


Such involvement invariably places the believer in all manner of problematic situations 
and circumstances. In order to hold such an unlikely “alliance” together, betwixt the 
Children of God and the Children of Satan (John 8:44), the minimization of the content 
of expressed Truth is inevitably a necessity. Our Lord, however, instructed us in His 
Great Commission to proclaim the totality of the revealed body of Christian Truth (Matt. 
28:20). Our call, therefore, is not unto one of pragmatic compromise, but one of 
prophetic boldness: 
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Ezek, 2:5: "As for them, whether they listen or not--for they are a rebellious 
house--they will know that a prophet has been among them.” 


Further, joining such alliances involve us in participating in the building-up and 
promoting of institutions that are teaching a false gospel that is ultimately at work 
sending people like ourselves—men an women, moms and dads, boys and girls, 
grandmas and grandpas—to the eternal fires of Hell. 


2. What should be the Christian’s manner of dress? 


While fickle fashion may change from age to age and even from year to year, and while 
we are sensitive to the fact that different cultures are associated with differing styles and 
temporal customs, there are, nonetheless, certain permanent and absolute principles 
contained within the Word of God concerning the matter of dress that provide for us a 
concrete and structured series of guidelines to follow. 


In the first place, as in all things, our manner must be decent and above reproach (1 
Thess. 5:22). Our dress is to be both modest and discreet (I Tim. 2:9) and it is to be 
properly covering unto the body, with regard to the matter of inciting lust within others 
(Matt. 5:28), and observing the fact that in Man’s fallen condition, physical nakedness 
has become an emblematic mark of shame (Gen. 3:10). Furthermore, a proper 
distinction, of some sort, must be maintained between the sexes, with regard to outward 
fashion (Deut. 22:5). 


In short, our dress should not reflect worldly values, worldly pride, or worldly 
materialism. Rather, we should labor at cultivating inward beauty. 


1 Pet. 3:3-6: Your adornment must not be {merely} external--braiding the hair, 
and wearing gold jewelry, or putting on dresses; but {let it be} the hidden person 
of the heart, with the imperishable quality of a gentle and quiet spirit, which is 
precious in the sight of God. For in this way in former times the holy women also, 
who hoped in God, used to adorn themselves, being submissive to their own 
husbands; just as Sarah obeyed Abraham, calling him lord, and you have become 
her children if you do what is right without being frightened by any fear. 


1 Pet. 5:5: You younger men, likewise, be subject to {your} elders; and all of you, 
clothe yourselves with humility toward one another, for GOD IS OPPOSED TO 
THE PROUD, BUT GIVES GRACE TO THE HUMBLE. 


3. Non-resistance. 


Matt. 5:38-42: "You have heard that it was said, 'AN EYE FOR AN EYE, AND A 
TOOTH FOR A TOOTH.’ But I say to you, do not resist an evil person; but 
whoever slaps you on your right cheek, turn the other to him also. If anyone 
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wants to sue you and take your shirt, let him have your coat also. Whoever forces 
you to go one mile, go with him two. Give to him who asks of you, and do not turn 
away from him who wants to borrow from you.” 


Clearly, our Lord taught some form of non-resistance as a profound life-principle, and it 
is further clear that historic Brethrenism has always endorsed some form of non- 
resistance theology, although there have been differing understandings as to how, and 
in what manner and circumstances this teaching should be applied. 


The Christian life is obviously supposed to be one of gentleness, kindness, humility, 
self-control—and personal non-retaliation. 


Matt. 5:5: "Blessed are the gentle, for they shall inherit the earth. 
Matt. 5:7: "Blessed are the merciful, for they shall receive mercy. 
Matt. 5:9: "Blessed are the peacemakers, for they shall be called sons of God. 


Gal. 5:22-23: But the fruit of the Spirit is love, joy, peace, patience, kindness, 
goodness, faithfulness, gentleness, self-control; against such things there is no 
law. 


Rom. 12:17-21: Never pay back evil for evil to anyone. Respect what is right in the 
sight of all men. If possible, so far as it depends on you, be at peace with all men. 
Never take your own revenge, beloved, but leave room for the wrath {of God,} for 
it is written, "VENGEANCE IS MINE, I WILL REPAY," says the Lord. "BUT IF 
YOUR ENEMY IS HUNGRY, FEED HIM, AND IF HE IS THIRSTY, GIVE HIM A 
DRINK; FOR IN SO DOING YOU WILL HEAP BURNING COALS ON HIS 
HEAD." Do not be overcome by evil, but overcome evil with good. 


Achieving mastery over our own pride and emotions and learning to live in peace with 
our families and daily acquaintances without practicing any form of spiteful personal 
retaliation—verbal or otherwise—is, in my view, the ultimate and most profound 
expression of biblical non-resistance. Whoever achieves success in this regard is a 
greater conqueror than Alexander. 


Prov. 16:32: He who is slow to anger is better than the mighty, and he who rules 
his spirit, than he who captures a city. 


The principle also has implications with regard to lawsuits (Matt. 5:40), most especially 
with fellow Believers (I Cor. 6:1-11), which soil the testimony of the Christian name and 
which involve a minimization of the glorious present and future realities that are ours in 
Christ. 
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With further regard to non-resistance, the recognition that such a legitimate principle 
exists further inoculates God’s people from making some of the open and unseemly, as 
well as cavalier and indiscreet expressions of undue militarism that have occasionally 
and ill-advisedly been expressed by certain modern evangelical Christians. 
Lightheartedly calling for the assassination of foreign leaders simply due to ideological 
disagreement, or, likewise, cheerfully advocating the extermination of entire nations is, 
needless to say, rather unsound testimony for the Christian name—not to mention 
something that poses an obvious obstruction to the spirit of the Great Commission 
(Matt. 28:19). 


Such a recognition also insulates God’s People from the Medieval Crusader mentality, 
or any other form of Christian jihadism. The Gospel is spiritual in nature, and is not to be 
advanced through the use of carnal weaponry (as though this means could accomplish 
more for us than the Spirit of God possibly could). 


John 18:36: Jesus answered, "My kingdom is not of this world. If My kingdom 
were of this world, then My servants would be fighting so that I would not be 
handed over to the Jews; but as it is, My kingdom is not of this realm." 


Luke 9:52-56: "...and He sent messengers on ahead of Him, and they went and 
entered a village of the Samaritans to make arrangements for Him. But they did 
not receive Him, because He was traveling toward Jerusalem. When His disciples 
James and John saw {this,} they said, "Lord, do You want us to command fire to 
come down from heaven and consume them?" But He turned and rebuked them, 
[and said, "You do not know what kind of spirit you are of; for the Son of Man did 
not come to destroy men's lives, but to save them."] And they went on to another 
village. 


Thus, while it is proper for Christians to have an influence upon the popular culture, 
sharing the light and ethos of the Christian worldview (Matt. 5:13-16), and for Christians 
to act as dutiful and responsible citizens within whatever nation it pleases God to 
distribute us (I Pet. 2:17), it is not proper to treat secular government as an arm of the 
Christian Church. Such a confusion has always lead to the corruption of the Church 
(e.g., the Roman Empire’s establishment of Christianity as its exclusive state religion, as 
well as the ill-advised Puritan “halfway” covenant, etc.) and fails to give proper credence 
to dispensational distinctives and the Divine program with regard to the Messianic 
Kingdom. The awaited Millennial Kingdom does not appear until after the Lord’s return, 
when Christ shall visibly and personally return to planet Earth and directly rule over the 
nations with a rod of iron (Rev. 12:5). Thus, it does not become us, in this age, to 
“destroy the wise men of Babylon (Dan. 2:24).” 


As Grace Brethren people have historically defined Non-resistance, even with regard to 
the stronger view, banning Christians from the bearing of arms, the concept is not to be 
equated with that of modern Pacifism, which would deny governments the right of self- 
defense and the rulers of the state their Divine mandate to punish evildoers (Rom. 
13:4). Non-resistance is not seen as a binding principle to be imposed upon 


ve) 


governments, but rather, as a life-principle and code of ethics especially for believers, 
that they may “do good to all people” (Gal. 6:10). 


With regard to my own views regarding non-resistance as it pertains to military and 
police service, | personally find the stricter view logically untenable and not in full 
accordance with the totality of the biblical witness as it pertains unto this matter. Several 
points, | believe, demonstrate the veracity of this statement. 
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Certain early believers had clear military/police backgrounds. These would 
include the soldiers who repented at the preaching of John (Luke 3:14), the 
Centurion of Matt. 8:5-13, Cornelius (Acts 10:22: "Cornelius, a centurion, a 
righteous and God-fearing man...”), and the Philippian Jailer (Acts 16:27-34). 
Also, we might observe that the city of Philippi, to wnose church a Pauline Epistle 
is addressed, had among its populace a large number of ex-military-types. Yet, 
not a word is stated, directly commanding these individuals to seek some form of 
alternate employment. Certainly, such a demand would be anticipated if the 
stricter view were valid, with regards to active military service and the bearing of 
arms. 


. Concerning those who came unto John in the light of his Messianic Message, it 


would seem to us that if John wished to communicate the teaching that would 
prohibit believers from actively participating in the bearing of arms, then he 
certainly missed his golden opportunity on this particular occasion. Luke 3:14 
states: “Some soldiers were questioning him, saying, ‘And what about us, what 
shall we do?’ And he said to them, ‘Do not take money from anyone by force, or 
accuse anyone falsely, and be content with your wages.’" They were, it seems, 
to do their duties honorably, not practicing extortion, nor engaging in 
shakedowns, and they were to be content in their wages. But how could they be 
content in their wages—unless they continued working as soldiers? 


It is admitted by all that the state is fulfilling a Divine mandate in punishing 
evildoers and protecting its citizens (Rom. 13:1-5). Capital punishment, 
furthermore, is an ongoing Divine directive, dating its point of origin to the 
Rainbow Covenant (Gen. 9:5-6). Why, then, should we imply that those who are 
engaged in doing good—e.g., defending their country, apprehending criminals, 
protecting the general public, executing murderers, etc.—are occupied in doing 
evil? If their work is genuinely honorable, then it is suitable labor for the Christian. 
If it is not suitable for the Christian, however, then it would seem to me that there 
remains the unmistakable implication that such occupations are, in some 
manner, both tainted and dishonorable. Should all police officers and soldiers be 
unregenerates? 


. The above labors, done with regard to the state, are not in the same category as 


personal retaliation, any more than private vigilantism can be compared to the 
lawful deeds associated with formal judicial courts and state-appointed judges. 


It seems logically indefensible to tell young men that they may honorably 
contribute to and support their country’s war effort—but that they should refrain 
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from serving in a combatant role. An outright Pacifist position is, to be rather 
frank, somewhat more plausible in its consistency than such a viewpoint. 


6. Should Christians support our nation’s war efforts, and cheer the troops 
onward—but only from the sidelines? If such a view were broadly embraced by 
the historic church, would this not be seen as a reproach upon us—regardless of 
our motives? 


7. Personal self-defense, with regard to the immediate concern of one’s family, is 
addressed in Ex. 22:2-3. Within strict ethical guidelines, in which the believer, in 
good conscious, attempts to avoid needless bloodshed, the believer may, 
nonetheless, employ force in order to protect both himself and other persons. 


4. The difference between a church that has heretical beliefs and a cult. 


To the extent that each of one us, in our finite humanness and in our sinful infirmities, 
have distorted views concerning the Person of God and His ways, to that extent, each 
of one us are heretics. A certain humility and love for the Brethren, therefore, is required 
in dealing with fellow blood-bought believers who may adhere to differing 
denominational traditions and who may not see certain things exactly as we do. The 
reality of the Universal Church is not to be dishonored or set aside by outright mean- 
spirited, sinful, self-aggrandizing denominational pride. While it is proper that we affirm 
and maintain our distinctives, we should not pretend that any one denominated band 
within the Universal Body has a unique monopoly on Christian virtue. 


Eph. 4:4-6: {There is} one body and one Spirit, just as also you were called in one 
hope of your calling; one Lord, one faith, one baptism, one God and Father of all 
who is over all and through all and in all. 


A true Church is characterized by a regenerate membership of saved, genuine believers 
who affirm at least the so-called catholic “essentials,” preaching the Cross of Christ and 
attempting to maintain the discipline and practices that are characteristic of a true 
Church. 


With regard to these catholic essentials, we are speaking of the so-called irreducibles of 
the Faith—which is to say, that which cannot be broken down; i.e., the minimum content 
which must be affirmed if one is to be regarded as a genuine member of the elect. We 
are not affirming that these aforementioned doctrines are the only important ones of the 
Faith, by any means. We are merely making the crucial distinction that while there are 
some doctrines that a man can honestly be mistaken about and still be regarded as a 
legitimate Christian, there are others which a man cannot fail to confess and still be 
regarded as a regenerate Christian believer. For example, a man can be an 
amillennialist—and still be a fine Christian man, on his way to heaven. Likewise, a man 
can affirm a belief in single-immersion Baptism, and still be regarded as a Brother. 
Again, this is not to minimalize the importance of Premillenialism—a key doctrine—or 
the importance of divinely commanded forms, with regard to the Ordinances. Rather, it 
is a matter of putting things into basic categories of perspective. By way of contrast, a 
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man cannot deny the Deity of Christ and be a true, heaven-bound, Spirit-indwelt 
Christian: 


John 8:24: “Therefore, I said to you that you will die in your sins. For if you do 
not believe that I AM, you will die in your sins.” 


These aforementioned catholic essentials would include such truths as the Trinity, the 
true Deity and true Humanity of Christ, the Virgin Birth and the impeccability of Christ, 
the Personality and Deity of the Holy Spirit, the indwelling of the Spirit, the Resurrection 
and Ascension of Christ, the inerrancy and unique authority of the traditional canon of 
Scripture, the personal and visible future Second Coming, salvation by grace alone 
through faith alone, the rapture and the final resurrection, the eternal reward of the 
blessed and the eternal damnation of the wicked, the universal church, the priesthood of 
all believers, and the doctrine of Creation ex nihlo. These are positions that have been 
historically affirmed by God’s true people, regardless of their denominational tradition, 
for centuries. It can be reasonably assumed that if a man is not on board on at least 
these basic matters, then he is probably not only outside the pale of historic Christian 
thought and theological expression, but outside the circle of God’s elect, as well. Not to 
affirm such basic, elemental truths marks an individual or a religious society as sub- 
Christian in character. 


The cultic societies are those unregenerate pseudo-Christian bodies that are often 
characteristically typified by such things as legalism (or, conversely, universalism), anti- 
Trinitarianism, extra-biblical revelation, a denial of basic evangelical doctrines like those 
enumerated above, and by their claims to exclusive status as the People of God (often 
accompanied by a loathing of the true People of God and an attendant doctrine of 
historical total-church apostasy). Membership in such societies (e.g., Mormonism, the 
Watchtower) can obviously be regarded as a certain sign that a man is not a Christian. 


More problematic with regard to classification, for some, are sectarian groups like the 
SDA’s and the Campbellites, who profess a greater degree of Christian truth (such as 
the Trinity and the Deity of Christ) than do the obvious outright cults, and who would 
seem to contain a number of legitimate Christians within their ranks, but who, 
nevertheless—by virtue of their sectarian attitude and by virtue of their profession of 
certain very serious heterodox beliefs—stand outside the historic mainstream of 
Christian thought. While such groups would seem, in certain aspects, to occupy the 
middle ground between defective churches on the one hand and outright cults on the 
other, | feel it would generally be best to label them as cultic societies, in that they have 
set aside important elements of the historic faith and have embraced the spirit of 
speculation and ultra-sectarianism—regardless of the fact that there may well be 
genuine Christians in their midst. 


5. Should a man who has been divorced and remarried be allowed to be a 
pastor? 


Certainly not. 1 Tim. 3:2: “An overseer, then, must be above reproach, the husband of 
one wife...” God’s perfect standard of monogamy—His original intent for Humanity 
(Matt. 19:4-6)—should be reflected and represented in the life of a Pastor. While God, in 
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His merciful accommodation unto the infirmities of His fallen creation, and in recognition 
of the intolerable conditions that the reality of sin have created, has made certain 
allowances with regard to the issue of divorce (Matt. 5:32, 19:8-9; | Cor. 7:15), we 
should note that a Pastor, by virtue of his calling and by virtue of his enumerated 
qualifications (I Tim. 3:1-7; Titus 1:5-9), is held to a higher standard than other people. 
According to these texts, he is to be “blameless,” having a “good testimony among 
those who are outside,” and, specifically, the husband of one wife—as opposed to an 
adulterer or a modern “serial polygamist.” Even if the divorce was not essentially the 
poor man’s fault—in which case we can only grieve for the individual—he still no longer 
meets the high qualifications for a pastor, with regard to public appearance. 1 Tim. 3:5: 
“...but if aman does not know how to manage his own household, how will he take care 
of the church of God?” 


6. Is a pastor who commits adultery permanently disqualified from 
the eldership/pastorate? 


Everything that we said above, with reference to a divorced man, applies here—only 
doubly so! When we consider the nature of the qualifications of | Tim. 3:1-7 and Titus 
1:5-9, itis clear that the pastor, with regard to his testimony, is to be above reproach, as 
well as the husband to one wife. While a breach as serious as adultery—an ultimate 
betrayal of trust—is certainly not beyond the pale of God’s forgiveness on the personal 
level (1 John 1:9), it nonetheless has served to make a shipwreck of the man’s ability to 
serve in the capacity of Pastor (I Cor. 9:27). 


7. What is your belief concerning Christians belonging to secret 
societies? 


1. Masonry and such kindred organizations involve religious syncretism, in that the 
God of the Bible is linked and identified in some manner with such pagan deities 
as Allah and the Brahman, all of which are, apparently according to Masonry, 
simply lower manifestations of the Grand Architect of the Universe (the indistinct 
and universal Masonic mush-god in the sky). On should cross-reference | Kings 
12:28-33 for an example of such depraved syncretism which ultimately brought 
about more serious abuses and the judgment of the Lord (II Kings 17:7-18). 
Further, we would observe in this vein, in accordance with the previous 
reference, that the rituals found within the Lodges are clearly and undisputedly 
derived from the world of the occult. 


2. Masonry also is to be rejected in that it involves Christians entering into spiritual 
confederacies with unbelievers (Il Cor. 6:14-18). 


3. Masonry, through its authoritative ritual and by proclamation through the Masonic 
Funeral Service, offers its members the hope of eternal life. But outside of Christ, 
there is no such hope (Acts 4:12). 


4. The Lodge, through the above means, promises this hope of eternal life by 
encouraging the member to employ the tools of Masonry to make himself “fit” for 
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the Celestial Lodge above. Hence, the Lodge is teaching a works-based 
salvation. But such a salvation is rendered impossible, in light of Ilsa. 64:6 and 
Rom. 3:10-12. 


5. Masonry involves believers in horrid blood-oaths, which, aside from constituting a 
violation of the basic ethics of Christian virtue (Gal. 5:22-23; 2 Cor. 6:6; Eph. 4:2, 
5:9; Col. 3:12-15), also violates the prohibition against oath-taking (Matt. 5:34-35, 
James 5:12). 


6. Here, we see the difference and contrast between an open Gospel (Acts 17:30), 
on the one hand, and a secret organization, on the other (Eph. 5:11-13). 


It is undisputable that some real Christians are members of such Lodges, but apparently 
they are either ignorant of its true character, or else blind to the genuinely serious moral 
and spiritual implications associated with the above abuses. 


8. The perils of humanism. 


Humanism is a secular philosophy that teaches that man is the measure of all things. 
God has been removed from the picture (Psalm 14:1), and it is now man’s prerogative 
to assign meaning unto our existence, define the ultimate nature of reality, and to 
establish his own system of values and ethics. In short, man has become his own God 
(Gen. 3:5). 


Having destroyed God, however, man has also succeeded in destroying himself. No 
longer a special creation, formed in the image and likeness of God (Gen. 1:27), man is 
now reduced to a base animal existence, in which there is no ultimate distinction—but 
rather, a continuity—between ourselves and the brutes (despite the testimony of | Cor. 
15:39). Not only this, but he has been further reduced to the level of some material 
chemical compositions—with no greater intrinsic personal value than a rock or some 
other base material substance. The phenomenon of “life” itself is to be regarded as 
nothing but a programmed chemical reaction within a materialistic physical organ called 
the brain. 


The moral implications of such a belief are, of course, rather staggering. With human life 
devalued to this extent, the camps at Auschwitz and other such locations now become a 
frightening reality. The outrages of the humanistic regimes associated with both modern 
Fascism and world Communism speak for themselves. When men believe that they are 
animals, they unavoidably must live and die as animals. 


Such a viewpoint has, in our time, served to father euthanasia, abortion, racism, 
totalitarianism, and ultimately, mass murder. 


If Humanism proposes too low of a view of man, it simultaneously presents an unduly 
high and exalted view of mankind. With man serving as his own Lawgiver, ethics are 
now defined in accordance with human self-interest and human ideas of right and 
wrong—a frightening notion, given the self-absorbed and wicked nature of man (Isa. 
64:6, Rom. 3:10-12). 


78 


Isa. 55:8-9: "For My thoughts are not your thoughts, nor are your ways My ways," 
declares the LORD. "For {as} the heavens are higher than the earth, so are My ways 
higher than your ways And My thoughts than your thoughts. 


Even as secular humanists are devaluing the nature of man unto animal status, 
religious humanists are likewise busily teaching through such varied expressions as the 
modern New Age Movement that man is a god who is evolving to achieve mastery over 
the forces of the universe. 


Ps. 75:5: “Do not lift up your horn on high, do not speak with insolent pride." 


The Bible tells us that “The fear of the LORD is the beginning of wisdom, and the 
knowledge of the Holy One is understanding (Prov. 9:10).” Yet, humanism has undercut 
the basis of genuine knowledge, leaving us with nothing but doubt and skepticism. The 
ultimate nature of reality is a mystery, and all absolutes—both physical and moral— 
have been discarded, with the “death of God.” 


All in all, humanistic philosophy has served to destroy the Western Mind, undermining 
the basis of American democracy, as well as modern western science, turning 
Anthropology into Zoology, Cosmology into a regurgitated ancient pagan mythology, 
Physics into a course in Eastern mysticism, Philosophy into an anti-philosophy that says 
that there is no truth to be discovered, Biology into a faith-based Darwinist religion, and 
Art and Music into celebrations of ugliness and meaninglessness. The curse of those 
who turn from the Lord is frighteningly manifest in our society: 


Ps. 9:17: The wicked will return to Sheol, even all the nations who forget God. 
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IX. ORDINANCES. 


A. Explain the following terms: 


1. The Lord’s Supper (Love Feast). 


The Lord’s Supper, or Love Feast (ayattn), is one of four New Testament Ordinances 
prescribed by our Lord Jesus Christ that are to be universally and perpetually observed 
by His People unto His coming for them. It is further to be regarded as one of three 
essential and undivided components associated with the practice of Holy Communion 
(along with Footwashing and the Eucharist). 


There is much confusion within the Christian World with regard to the proper usage of 
this term. We are therefore required to address several misapprehensions concerning 
the Supper. 


1. The Supper which our Lord celebrated with his Disciples on the night of his 
betrayal was not the Jewish Passover, which had not yet occurred (cf. John 
13:1, 27-29; 18:28; 19:14, 31). In this regard, we can of course be assured that 
our Lord would not have engaged in some unauthorized “Passover” on some 
alternate—and therefore, unlawful—day (Matt. 5:17). 


2. The Supper is not to be identified with the Eucharist (in the manner of the 
majority of modern Christendom), but rather, as a separate and distinct element 
within the context of the Communion ceremony. John refers to this meal as a 
“supper” (John 13:2, 4), and the Scriptures quite clearly distinguish between this 
“Supper” on the one hand, and the Bread and the Cup, on the other: 


Luke 22:20: “And—the cup, in like manner, after the taking of supper, 
saying—This cup, is the new covenant in my blood, which, in your behalf, is 
to be poured out” (Rotherham Emphasized Bible). 


1 Cor. 11:25: “In the same way He took the cup also after supper, saying, 
"This cup is the new covenant in My blood; do this, as often as you drink 
it, in remembrance of Me." 


The expression “the breaking of bread” (which is used in a sense that is 


indicative of a full meal in Acts 27:35) is also used in reference to the Lord’s 
Supper in Acts 2:42, 46; 20:7. 


Paul, in | Corinthians 11:20, labels this meal the Lord’s Supper, for it is not a common, 
ordinary meal or a revel, as some within the Corinthian Church and elsewhere (II Peter 
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2:13) were treating it, with their gluttony and profane behavior, but rather, it is a Sacred 
Ordinance of the Church. It is the Lord’s Supper—or lit., “Lording Supper’—because He 
is not only its Author and Host, but He is also the very center and substance of its 
meaning. Without Him, the spiritual reality represented by the Supper would be an utter 
impossibility. 


The Supper is also referred to in Jude 12 in terms of the Agapais, or “Love Feasts,” 
which underlines the emphasis upon Christian brotherhood, common fellowship, mutual 
edification, and sharing that is inherently characteristic of the Feast, and which was 
hideously debased by the self-centered and cliquish behavior of the apostate intruders 
who are referred to within the passage. 


At this Feast, a symbol of love, Christ gave His disciples a new commandment which 
characterizes the nature of the Ordinance, as well the proper nature and ethos of the 
Christian life itself: 


John 13:34-35: "A new commandment I give to you, that you love one another, 
even as I have loved you, that you also love one another. By this all men will know 
that you are My disciples, if you have love for one another." 


The Feast speaks with regard to its present sense to the loving sense of communion 
that God’s People have (or should have) with one another in Him—even as it 
foreshadows our final glorification in Heaven, which constitutes its ultimate prophetic 
meaning. In the latter sense, it prefigures the glorious realities of Rev. 19:7-9: 


"Let us rejoice and be glad and give the glory to Him, for the marriage of the 
Lamb has come and His bride has made herself ready." It was given to her to 
clothe herself in fine linen, bright {and} clean; for the fine linen is the righteous 
acts of the saints. Then he said to me, "Write, ‘Blessed are those who are invited 
to the marriage supper of the Lamb.'" And he said to me, "These are true words 
of God." 


At the great Marriage Supper of the Lamb, the saints of the entire Church Age will 
gather in perfected and unbroken communion with one another, and with the Lord who 
has at last consummated their salvation experience. Whilst eternal salvation is, of 
course, already the believer’s present and eternal possession (John 3:16, 36; Eph. 2:5, 
8-9), there is also a sense which the fullness of our salvation is something that awaits 
final completion (Rom. 13:11). The consummation of our salvation comes with our final 
resurrection unto the glorified state (1 Cor. 15:53-55), in which we shall inhabit that 
place which even now the Lord is presently preparing for us (John 14:3). There, “we will 
be like Him, because we will see Him just as He is (1 John 3:2).” 


Thus, the Love Feast speaks as to the great future redemptive acts of Christ on behalf 


of His People, which are foreshadowed even now, in terms of the joy of the present 
blessings that we enjoy as brothers and sisters in Christ. 
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2. The Laying on of Hands (1 Timothy 4:14). 


1 Tim. 4:14: Do not neglect the spiritual gift within you, which was bestowed on 
you through prophetic utterance with the laying on of hands by the presbytery. 


Within the New Testament, the symbolic laying on of hands actually appears on various 
occasions in association with a number of different ideas. Some of these include the 
following: 


1. The conferral of blessing. \In Matt. 19:13-15, for example, our Lord confers 
blessing upon some children through the laying on of hands. 


2. Healing. The healing of Jairus’daughter (Mark 5:23), the blind man at Bethsaida 
(Mark 8:23-25), the doubled-up woman of Luke 13:13, and the father of Publius 
(Acts 28:8) are all examples of the laying on of hands being employed with 
connection to supernatural healing. 


3. Conversion. In Acts 8:17-18, the laying on of hands is associated with the 
conversion of and the bestowal of the Spirit upon the race of Samaritans, and in 
Acts 19:6, we see a similar episode involving the disciples of John the Baptist at 
Ephesus. 


4. Ordination unto Service. In Acts 6:6, for example, hands are laid upon the Seven 
Deacons. Likewise, hands are laid upon Barnabus and Paul in connection with 
their being set apart for what is commonly referred to as Paul’s First Missionary 
Journey in Acts 13:3 (in recognition of what the Holy Spirit had already done; v. 
2). In the principle passage that we are considering, | Tim. 4:14, Timothy was 
also set apart and ordained unto service by the presbytery through the laying on 
of hands. Timothy himself was given the charge not to lay hands upon others 
with undo haste (I Tim. 5:22). 


Human hands are universally recognized within the natural realm as ordinary and usual 
instruments of contact and communication. The common denominator that arises from 
the above instances with regard to the meaning of the symbol as an ecclesiastical rite, 
or form, is that the laying on of the hands constitutes a picture of spiritual contact and 
communication. In these examples, the laying on of hands symbolize the coming of the 
Spirit upon the believer in some mode of blessing on the occasion of such diverse 
events as healing, regeneration, direction and empowerment unto service, etc. 

It should be at once observed that the outward form is by no means to be regarded as a 
superstition; there is no inherent “magic” within the hands of the administrators, nor 
intrinsic power within the operations of the rite itself. In reality, the hands are to be 
regarded simply as outward accompaniments to genuine spiritual contact and 
communication, which comes from, and is bestowed, by the sovereign Spirit. In | Tim. 
4:14, for example, it is “with the laying on of hands’ (or, in accompanying the laying on 
of hands) that the gift was communicated unto Timothy. Note also in Acts 13:2-4, as 
mentioned above, Barnabus and Paul had already been set apart by the Holy Spirit 


82 


prior to the church’s ceremonial laying on of hands as a sign of authority with regard to 
its recognition and assent. 


The rite can be performed on a variety of occasions with regard to recognition of the 
Spirit’s activity in the life of believers, such as baptism or conversion (Acts 8:17-18, 
19:6), rededication and turning from sin (Acts 22:16), at the anointing of the sick (comp. 
Acts 28:8 and James 5:13-18), or the presentation of one’s self or one’s children unto 
the Lord (Rom. 12:1, Mark 10:16), or at with regard to ordination unto a special service 
or the formal installation unto an ecclesiastical office. With regard to Christian service, 
the laying on of hands is appropriate with reference to any special service, including the 
installation of pastors, deacons, missionaries, or other various office holders and 
servants (Acts 6:6, 13:3; | Tim. 4:14). 


3. Anointing the sick (James 5:14-16). 


"Is anyone among you sick? Then he must call for the elders of the church and 
they are to pray over him, anointing him with oil in the name of the Lord; and the 
prayer offered in faith will restore the one who is sick, and the Lord will raise 
him up, and if he has committed sins, they will be forgiven him. Therefore, 
confess your sins to one another, and pray for one another so that you may be 
healed. The effective prayer of a righteous man can accomplish much.” 


The Anointing of the sick with oil is a practice or form which the Lord has given us with 
regard to the physical healing and comfort of the seriously ill Christian Believer. 


Ignored or spiritualized away by much of Christendom, and distorted by both Romish 
circles (into the sacrament of Extreme Unction; a spiritual preparation for death), as well 
as Charismatic “faith-healers” (who hold to the modern continuance of the Apostolic 
sign-gift of miraculous healing), the correct (though strangely, minority) view, taught by 
the historic Brethren Church, should be quite readily apparent and self-authenticating 
from a plain, simple, and direct reading of the text. 


With this latter presumption in mind, in analyzing the above verses in question, allow us 
to make a series of observations concerning the practice: 


1. The passage directly speaks of physical healing, and cannot simply be relegated 
to the realm of the spiritual—although vv. 15-16 certainly addresses the spiritual 
condition of the distressed party with regard to the confession of sin (without 
inferring, of course, that every illness is necessarily the result of personal sin). 


2. The practice is designed exclusively for Christians (“ls anyone among you sick?” 
). James is clearly writing unto those whom he regards as regenerate fellow- 
believers (James 1:18: “In the exercise of His will He brought us forth by the word 
of truth, so that we would be a kind of first fruits among His creatures”), and 
“Brethren” (1:2, 16, 19; 2:1). 
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. Healing, if God so wills it, comes from Him in response to the prayers of the 
faithful—not because of any inherent graces or magic within the oil itself, or 
within the formula of the rite. Nor does healing arise from a modern day 
expression or revival of the ancient Apostolic sign-gift of healing, which was 
uniquely bestowed upon the early Apostolic Community in order to validate its 
foundational role (Eph. 2:20, Il Cor. 12:12), and which ceased with the 
completion of the NT Canon (I Cor. 13:10). 


. The nature of the illness that is to be reserved for the practice of the rite is to be 
deemed serious, as opposed to trivial. “Afflicted” in v. 13 (kakopathed) refers to a 
condition of suffering, whilst “sick” in v. 14 (asthenes) carries with it the 
connotations of weakness and powerlessness. The “sick” of v. 15 (kamn6--the 
faint, the sickened, the wearied) require the need of being raised up (egeird). 
Thus, the modern-style “healings” associated with modern faith healers—often 
imaginary ailments in nature, involving tightly screened candidates—will be 
eliminated from consideration. When real healing takes place, something which 
will be recognized as the Lord’s work will occur, involving a real illness. 


. The sick one shall ultimately call for the elders of his/her own initiative (“... Then 
he must call for the elders...”). Likewise, a plurality of elders is spoken of. Both of 
these principles are inconsistent with the practices of modern “faith-healers,” and 
thus ensure that God—not man—will receive the proper credit for any healing 
that may take place. 


. These elders are not traveling Elmer Gantrys or snake-oil salesmen, but rather, 
they are presumably respected local elders who are, in all probability, known 
unto the sick one and the community, and who meet the Scriptural qualifications 
of | Tim. 3:1-8 and Titus 1:5-9. Of course, as local elders, it naturally follows that 
they are men—in opposition to the practice of many modern day “healers” (e.g., 
Katherine Kuhlman). 


. Following the aforesaid confession of sin, the individual is to be anointed with oil, 
which, Scripturally, is emblematic of the Holy Spirit (Lev. 8:10-12, Matt. 25:3, 8), 
the one who indwells the body (John 14:16-20, James 4:5) and who convicts the 
world of sin (John 16:8-11). The Holy Spirit is also the believer's Comforter (John 
14:16, 15:26, 16:7), and it is He who performs uniquely Divine labors, as Creator 
(Gen. 1:2), Redeemer (e.g., His regenerative work; John 3:5-8), and Sustainer 
(Ps. 104:30). The oil is but a symbol, pointing to the Spirit. It should by no means 
regarded as the causative agent of an individual's healing. The emphasis which 
follows is upon the prayer, offered in faith, as opposed to the oil. 


. The prayer of faith follows, wrought by the Spirit Himself (Phil. 2:13) and offered 

by the elders in faith and trust (1 John 5:14) in the goodness and wisdom of God, 
and in the true spirit of worship and devotion, in acceptance of the sovereign will 

of God. 


. Itis not always the will of the Lord to heal, as II Cor. 12:7-10 makes clear. 
Through sufferings, saints are both refined (| Peter 2:20-21) and chastened as 
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sons (Heb. 12:8). Eventually, of course, as Phil. 1:23 observes, for every man it 
comes time to “depart and be with Christ, for that is very much better...” 


10. The Lord is the ultimate and final source of all healing, and if it is indeed in 
accordance with His sovereign will to heal, He is free to employ whatever means 
He sees fit—including the ordinary medical arts. God can heal directly, instantly, 
and supernaturally if He so chooses, or, if it pleases Him, may heal over a certain 
period of time, using any providential means which are in harmony with His 
particular desires. 


4. The Eucharist. 


Matt. 26:26-29: While they were eating, Jesus took some bread, and after a 
blessing, He broke it and gave it to the disciples, and said, "Take, eat; this is My 
body." And when He had taken a cup and given thanks, He gave it to them, saying, 
"Drink from it, all of you; for this is My blood of the covenant, which is poured 
out for many for forgiveness of sins. But I say to you, I will not drink of this 
fruit of the vine from now on until that day when I drink it new with you in My 
Father's kingdom.” 


The term refers to the Giving of Thanks (Matt. 26:27, Mark 14:23, Luke 22:17, Il Cor. 
11:24) with regard to the Bread and the Cup, the final and climatic component of the 
Threefold Communion Service that was solemnly instituted and prescribed by our Lord 
on the night of His betrayal. 


Our Lord Himself plainly and directly ascribes the proper meaning unto the constituent 
elements of the ceremony. The Bread symbolizes His body, given for us (Luke 22:19). 
This is indeed an appropriate symbol for Him who is the Bread of Life (John 6:48): 


John 6:51: "I am the living bread that came down out of heaven; if anyone eats of 
this bread, he will live forever; and the bread also which I will give for the life of 
the world is My flesh." 


In The Purposes of the Incarnation of our Lord, Dr. McClain makes the following 
relevant observations: 


Have you ever noticed that God the Father is never called the Bread of Life? Nor is 
the Holy Spirit. Only the Second Person of the Godhead is named the Bread of Life. 
And even He is named thus only after He enters the world by Virgin Birth. Why is this? 
Let us read on for the answer: “And the Bread that | will give,” He says, “is My flesh, 
which | will give for the life of the world.” Here is the reason why our Lord points to 
Himself alone as the Bread of Life: Only an incarnate God could give His flesh in 
atoning death for the world. No incarnation, no death; no death, no atonement; no 
atonement, no Bread of life for dying men. Without a God made flesh, no eternal life 
for sinners. 
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The blood of the grape, in like manner, symbolizes the blood of the atonement, offered 
in propitiation for our sins (Ron. 3:25), through which we are cleansed. 


Lev. 17:11: "For the life of the flesh is in the blood: and I have given it to you 
upon the altar to make an atonement for your souls: for it is the blood that 
maketh an atonement for the soul." 


Eph. 1:7: “In Him we have redemption through His blood, the forgiveness of our 
trespasses, according to the riches of His grace...” 


Heb. 13:12: “Therefore Jesus also, that He might sanctify the people through His 
own blood, suffered outside the gate.” 


1 Pet. 1:18-19: ".. knowing that you were not redeemed with perishable things like 
silver or gold from your futile way of life inherited from your forefathers, but 
with precious blood, as of a lamb unblemished and spotless, the blood of Christ.” 


1 John 1:7: "..and the blood of Jesus His Son cleanses us from all sin." 


Rev. 5:9: "..And they sang a new song, saying, "Worthy are You to take the book 
and to break its seals; for You were slain, and purchased for God with Your blood 
men from every tribe and tongue and people and nation." 


This is the blood of the New and Everlasting Covenant between Messiah and His 
People prophesized by Jeremiah (Jer. 31:31), and alluded to in Luke 22:20, | Cor. 
11:25, and Heb. 8:6-13, 9:15, 12:24. The Bread and the Cup serve as signs of the 
Covenant, even as other great covenants of Scripture are associated with certain 
distinguishing signs (e.g., Noachian—the Rainbow, Gen. 9:11-13; Abrahamic— 
Circumcision, Gen. 17:11; Mosaic—the Sabbath, Ex. 31:13, 17). 


This sign is both a memorial (Luke 22:19, | Cor. 11:25) and a proclamation (I Cor. 
11:26), lifting up in remembrance before Heaven and Earth the Passion of our Lord, and 
His complete and perfect redemptive work upon the Bloody Tree on our behalf (John 
19:30). 


It should also be observed that the statements of Matt. 26, vv. 26 and 28 (“...this is My 
body...this is My blood...”) are by no means to be interpreted in the wooden manner of 
the Romish divines, who profess the transubstantiationist change-of-substance heresy, 
which would have us first assign some sort of omnipresence unto His physical body 
(and consequently deny plain scriptural statements regarding its present locality, cf. 
Acts 7:55-56, Col. 3:1, Heb. 1:3), and then deny the finished work of Christ by means of 
continuing re-sacrifice upon the altar. Also, we must further disallow the Lutheran 
actual/presence theory of consubstantiation, which sees Christ actually present within 
the elements, whilst simultaneously denying the Romish change-of-substance. Like 
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Rome, the Lutheran view obviously fails to appreciate the figurative nature of 
Eucharistic language. Furthermore, we must reject the unscriptural notion that some 
sort of inherent graces or benefits are imparted through the elements, which also 
presents a difficulty even for the milder mystical-presence Reformed View, which, while 
denying any sort of literal presence, nonetheless affirms the communication of a 
gracious life-giving influence within the elements. 


The biblical—and therefore correct—view is generally known as the Memorial, or 
Zwinglian View (in that it was taught by the Swiss Reformer Zwingli, as well as by the 
contemporaneous Anabaptists). There is no physical nor mystical presence whatsoever 
within the elements; blessing and grace comes as we enter into spiritual fellowship with 
Christ. The Scriptures, of course, plainly affirm that the Eucharist is a Memorial and a 
Proclamation, as is discussed above, in which believers commune with one another in 
unity (| Cor. 10:16-17), and are blessed through sharing our common faith in Christ. 


5. Confirmation. 


Acts 8:17: Then they began laying their hands on them, and they were receiving 
the Holy Spirit. 


Acts 19:4-6: Paul said, "John baptized with the baptism of repentance, telling the 
people to believe in Him who was coming after him, that is, in Jesus." When they 
heard this, they were baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus. And when Paul had 
laid his hands upon them, the Holy Spirit came on them, and they began speaking 
with tongues and prophesying. 


As discussed above, within subsection 9.A.2. (“Laying on of Hands”), the symbolic 
laying on of hands—a sign invoking the ideas of contact and communication, which is in 
turn to be regarded as emblematic of the Spirit's various and diverse blessings upon the 
sons of men—finds a variety of occasions for expression within the ministry of the local 
church, including with reference to the Christian’s conversion. 


Often at Baptism, or soon thereafter, the laying on of hands will take place in recognition 
of the endowment of the indwelling Spirit (John 20:22), in whose fullness and controlling 
presence the believer stands utterly dependent (Eph. 5:18), and who empowers us for 
service (Acts 1:8). We are reminded to “...walk by the Spirit, and you will not carry out 
the desire of the flesh (Gal. 5:16),” and as believers, we must further be ever mindful of 
the following injunction: 


1 Cor. 6:19-20: "Or do you not know that your body is a temple of the Holy Spirit 
who is in you, whom you have from God, and that you are not your own? For you 
have been bought witha price: therefore glorify God in your body.” 
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B. Give logical and Biblical reason for the practice of trine 
immersion baptism. 


It should at first be properly observed and openly stated that Christian Baptism in 
accordance with the mode of Trine Immersion not only constitutes the basic traditional 
historic expression of water baptism throughout the major portion of Church History 
(even with regard to practices of the Latin West, until the fading of the Middle Ages), but 
that this peculiar method is, in point of fact, the biblically mandated and therefore 
exclusively proper manner of procedure, to the complete exclusion of any and all rival 
forms and rituals. 


In support of general Immersion. 


As a preliminary consideration, it should be understood that we affirm the principle of 
general immersion, for the following basic reasons. 


1. The very terms Bdattioya (n.) and BatrTifw (v.), by well-known, universal 
assent, refer to, and are synonymous with, the concept of immersion, or 
dipping. To put it bluntly; baptism means immersion: period. 


2. Baptism, as it is depicted within the NT, is reserved for certain locations, and 
requires a certain suitable quantity of water. For example, John did his 
baptizing within the Jordan (Matt. 3:6, Mark 1:9), and also “in Aenon near 
Salim, because there was much water there...(John 3:23)” Furthermore, after 
His baptism, Jesus came “up out of the water (Mark 1:10),” even as Philip and 
the eunuch “both went down into the water (Acts 8:38)” upon the occasion of 
the latter’s baptism. The Ethiopian was not baptized until “they came to some 
water (Acts 8:36).” Evidently, then, we are not wrong, nor unduly speculative, in 
inferring that a few drops of water from a canteen were unable to suffice for the 
purpose. 


3. It should be further noticed that there are perfectly fine Greek words that could 
have been employed to expressively signify both pouring and sprinkling. Why 
then, are the New Testament authors content to say BattTiGw? 


4. In passing, we would observe that early Church Fathers chose to follow the 
Apostles in the general and usual practice of complete immersion. Question: If 
these ancient witnesses, the disciples of our Lord’s disciples, who spoke New 
Testament era Koine as their own living language, understood the Divine 
command to baptize in this manner, why shouldn't we? 


Preliminary and General Affirmations. 


Christian Baptism, unlike John’s Baptism of repentance, finds its focus in the Believer’s 
union and identification with the Persons of the Holy Trinity (Matt. 28:19; cf. Acts 19:1- 

7). Matt. 28:19, the only Scripture which gives us a clear Baptismal Formula and which 
offers specific instructions unto the Baptizer on how to baptize, makes Trinitarian 
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Theology central to our concern. Proper Grammatical and Linguistic analysis of the 
Formula given in Matt. 28:19, giving regard to the elliptical construction of the sentence, 
yields the fact that Believers are to be immersed into the Name of the Father, and 
immersed into the Name of the Son, and immersed into the Name of the Spirit. 


B. 1. Matthew 28:19 the Divinely Prescribed Formula. 


It should first be observed that the text of Matt. 28:18-20—in which our Lord, in His 
authority as Head of the Church (v. 18), institutes the form of distinctly Christian 
Baptism—is most relevant to our discussion for this reason: it is in fact the only NT 
passage which actually renders unto us the Formula of Baptism, and it is, remarkably, 
the only Scripture in which Jesus tells us directly, fully, and specifically how to baptize. 
Other passages, it is true, may record the historical fact that the Apostles and the early 
Church engaged in baptism and may further testify that this baptism was by general 
immersion, and some passages may contribute certain valuable theological insights 
towards the meaning of baptism. Only this passage, however, provides the mechanical 
and visual aspects that communicate unto us what specific form the symbol of Christian 
immersion is to take. 


Regarding Matt. 28:19, the textual authority of this Scripture is absolutely beyond 
question, in that the verse in question appears in all of the most ancient and reliable of 
manuscripts—despite the best efforts of Sabellian heretics and others to undermine it 
for ideological reasons. 


Allow us to also observe, with reference to our aforementioned statement concerning 
the exclusive nature of the Trinitarian Formula, that the so-called Monomial “formula” 
found within the Book of Acts is no formula whatsoever, as a comparison of the 
divergent wording within the relevant passages clearly demonstrates (e.g., compare 
Acts 2:38, 8:16, 10:48, 19:5). Furthermore, these remarks are addressed unto 
prospective candidates, and not unto baptizers—in contrast with Matt. 28:19. In the end, 
it may be affirmed that these references are not attempting to present unto us a rival 
formula to that of Matthew, but rather, are merely speaking of baptism with reference to 
the Person and work of Christ. 


Regarding the Matthean Formula, with reference to the context (which begins with the 
solemn invocation of v. 18), it is absolutely beyond question that this charge is to be 
understood as a distinctly prescribed formula. The command to baptize particularly in 
the Name of the Father, and in the Name of the Son, and in the Name of the Holy Spirit 
is obviously as clear as any other command within the Great Commission. Indeed, if our 
Lord was not attempting to leave us with a specific charge, or formula in baptism, then 
we are but left to ponder the following question: What, then, precisely, was He 
attempting to declare? 


Furthermore, with reference to this issue, we see within the narrative of Acts 19:1-7 a 
profound allusion unto the specific imperatives of Matt. 28:19 within the continuing 
ministry of the Apostles. Here, Paul was able to discern that something was amiss with 
regard to the faith of these “disciples,” due to the fact that they had obviously not been 
baptized in the Name of the Holy Spirit—as mandated by the Matthean Formula! 
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At this juncture, we might also observe that the relevant universal testimony of the entire 
Patristic era must be apprehended as standing conclusively in support of adopting 
Matthew 28:19 as a set and approved baptismal formula. The binding standard of the 
Trinitarian affirmation at Christian Baptism is everywhere anticipated and assumed 
within the writings of the orthodox Fathers, and it appears within this context as a most 
natural and ordinary, as well as ancient and authoritative, practice. 


While it may seem to some that we have unduly belabored this issue, one should 
remember that within our present evangelical culture it is quite popular to claim that 
there is no such thing as a set, prescribed formula. Many consider it inconsequential 
whether or not one is baptized in accordance with the Trinitarian Formula, or simply in 
Christ’s Name. Such a misapprehension is utterly fatal to the correct understanding of 
Christian Baptism, for it unavoidably renders the Trinitarian emphasis of baptism 
nothing more than an option— as opposed to a command. 


With the understanding, then, that Matt. 28:19 is the sole lawfully prescribed formula 
according to which Christians are to be universally baptized, it behooves us to examine 
the specific nature of the Formula’s charge and content. 


B. 2. The Trinitarian Emphasis of the Formula. 


The most prominent characteristic and emphasis of Matt. 28:19 is, of course, its 
pronounced Trinitarianism, which must therefore remain the major focus and point of 
reference in what is distinctly Christian Baptism. This is especially striking, given the 
strictly monotheistic, Judaic historical context in which it appears. Obviously, our Lord 
wished to unabashedly underline a point concerning the nature of His Divine Identity, 
provocatively placing Himself alongside the Divine Company of the Father and the Holy 
Spirit. | greatly appreciate Boyer’s thoughts on this matter: 


This statement [the Trinitarian formula of Matt. 28:19] directly associated Himself and the 
Holy Spirit on an equality with God the Heavenly Father. To the Jews whom they would be 
seeking to win it would be a red flag inviting rejection. But apparently Jesus considered it 
important. In effect He was saying, “Don’t soft-pedal the message of who I am, and what I 
have revealed to you about the triune nature of the One True God. Rather, make the initiatory 
rite of identification with Me a clear symbolic testimony to the truth about the Trinity.” 


Who can be classed alongside the Father, who is God Almighty, save for He who is 
also, by His very nature and essence, God Almighty (Rev. 1:8)? And who can be 
bracketed within the same category as He who is the First and the Last (Isa. 44:6), 
except for He who is also, by His very nature and essence, the First and the Last (Rev. 
1:8, 11)? 


Thus, He who did not demur from commanding other men to forsake all, and to take up 
their individual crosses and to follow Him (Matt. 16:24), and to be further willing to hate 
their own fathers and mothers, wives and children for His sake (Luke 14:26), likewise, 
did not waver in imposing upon His early followers the demand to demonstrably 
acknowledge His Deity and co-equality with the Father through the device of Christian 
Baptism. The radical statement affirmed each time the Church stands in obedience to 
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the baptismal formula inaugurated by our Lord in Matthew 28:19 is that while there is 
but one God, there are not one, but rather, three Divine Persons. What a shock it must 
have been to 1% Century Jewish ears to find out that Jesus was nothing less than God 
Incarnate, and that He is to be honored with the same sort of reverence that they had 
found befitting the Eternal God, Creator of Heaven and Earth (John 5:23)! What an 
amazing thing it must have seemed for those ancient witnesses to watch the early 
Church freely associate the Names of the Son and the Holy Spirit with that of the Father 
in a manner that begs and demands full equality with Him! 


The doctrinal confession of the existence of three co-equal, co-eternal Divine Persons 
of course demands that each of These be properly acknowledged and adored as being 
both Lord and God in and of Himself. Further, if we would truly revere and worship God 
as Creator (Gen. 1:1; John 1:3, 10; Gen. 1:2), Sustainer (John 5:17, Col. 1:17, Ps. 
104:30) and Redeemer (| Thess. 5:9; Matt. 1:21; John 3:5-6, 8), then we must do so 
within a Trinitarian context, recognizing the work of each of the Persons of the Most 
Holy Trinity in these divine labors. Thus, the doctrine of Trinity is the fountainhead of all 
that can be regarded as distinctively Christian in our theology. Without this doctrine, we 
would have no Father initiating redemption and sending his only Begotten Son into the 
world to die for the sake of a His elect (an Atonement which could only be accomplished 
by a Theanthropic Person), and there would be no Holy Spirit effectually drawing us into 
a saving relationship with the Triune God and applying this work of redemption unto 
believers through regeneration and sanctification. Indeed, upon this foundational 
presupposition of God as Trinity stands everything that we might speak of and 
personally relate to, concerning the totality of the Past, Present, and Future aspects of 
the Christian experience of Salvation. 


By the grace of God, through the ministry of God the Holy Spirit, we have been adopted 
into co-participation with that eternal love-relationship that exists between God the 
Father and God the Son. Having being given the privilege of being drawn into the inner 
life of God through the efforts of each Person of the Trinity on our behalf, and having 
been allowed to share in the filial-communion that the Father enjoys with His only 
begotten Son, our worship must reflect and bear witness to the fact that this glorious 
supernatural reality and awesome work of divine grace has indeed taken place within 
our lives. 


This, then, should be a central concern and motive behind Christian Baptism: to picture, 
through our three-in-one-ceremony, the Triunity of God, and to proclaim the blessed 
truth concerning Jesus’ Divine-identity throughout the world, in the full sight of both 
Heaven and Earth. Trine immersion, as a symbol, beautifully and dramatically illustrates 
the very nature of God through its theatrical demonstration of the concept of trinity in 
unity and unity in trinity. In one ceremony, the candidate remains at least partially 
immersed throughout, and does not leave or rise from the waters until the event has 
reached its conclusion. Thus, the unity of God has been proclaimed and revealed: we, 
as Christians, have affirmed our belief that there is but one Lord, one God, and one 
Divine Essence (Ex. 20:3; Dt. 4:35, 6:4; Rom. 3:30; Eph. 4:5-6; | Tim. 2:5, 6:15; James 
2:19). Just as boldly and explicitly, however, we have also declared through Triple 
Immersion our belief in the Threeness, or Tri-Personality of God; for even as our God is 
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incontrovertibly One in terms of essence or being, so too must the Christian Faith affirm, 
with equal fervor and rigor, the undeniable proposition that God is Three, with regards to 
His Personhood. 


Furthermore, we have acknowledged through our Trine Immersion the saving work of 
each Person of the Trinity on our behalf, and our Personal union and identification with 
the Person of God the Father, the Person of God the Son, and the Person of God the 
Holy Spirit. 


The question we must simply ask our single immersionist brethren in the Faith is this: In 
what manner does single immersion pictorially and symbolically do these things? How 
does single immersion acknowledge the Trinitarian emphasis of Matthew 28:19? How 
does single immersion picture the Holy Trinity—the foundational Christian Dogma? How 
does single immersion acknowledge and honor the saving work of each Person of the 
Godhead on our behalf? How does single immersion picture our union, identification, 
and pledge of loyalty unto each Member of the Trinity? 


The answer is, of course, that it doesn’t—other than by “lip service.” The single 
immersionist baptizer—if indeed he chooses to refer to the prescribed Trinitarian 
Formula, at all—says one thing, whilst doing another. He verbally professes to engage 
in Trinitarian Baptism, while symbolically following a form that historically was 
developed by the Eunomian faction amongst the Arian heretics in order to destroy and 
subvert the Trinitarian emphasis of Christian Baptism. As Yoder puts it, the modern 
Trinitarian single immersionist has, in a sense, Faith without Works. 


B. 3. The particular and proper demands of the Formula. 


It now behooves us to inquire into what, precisely, the prescribed Formula is 
commanding us to do. 


B. 3. a. “Inthe name,” or “into the name?” 


The familiar KJV rendering of our text in question, Matt. 28:19, is as follows: 


Go ye therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost... 


Let us compare the above with the following rendering from the American Standard 
Version of 1901: 


Go ye therefore, and make disciples of all the nations, baptizing them into the 
name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit... 


It is quite true, of course, that in popular English, both in and into are often employed as 
generally synonymous terms, referring to the passage from an outside point to an inner 
one, as witnessed by the following examples: 


“He’s going into the house.” 
“He’s going in the house.” 
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It is also true, however, that the popular expression “in the name of,” by virtue of 
common assent and widespread usage, is regularly employed as an allusion to 
authority. To do something in another’s Name, therefore, is generally indicative of 
basing something—whether it be words or deeds—upon another’s authority. Hence: “I 
arrest you in the name of the Law!” 


The question is, however: Is this the true sense of Matthew 28:19? Is the verse truly 
stating, as the language of the KJV rendering would seem to indicate, that we are to 
baptize disciples upon “the authority of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost? 


Several weighty considerations must prevent us from adopting such a view. 


In the first place, it is upon the direct authority of Christ that we baptize, and not upon 
that of the other Members of the Trinity (Matt. 28:18, Acts 2:38, Acts 10:48). This 
sovereign authorization by Christ commending the rite of Christian Baptism is fully 
consistent with the manner in which the other standing Ordinances of Church Age were 
sanctioned (cf.: Matt. 26:26-28; Luke 22:19-20; John 13:3, 13; | Cor. 11:23-26), coming 
to us by the direct authority of Him who is our Great Teacher, as well as our Sovereign 
Lord (John 13:3). It is only upon the sure basis of His Personal authority as Head of the 
Church (Col 1:18) that we dare to perform these things, dare to pronounce them sacred, 
and dare to recommend their perpetuation unto others. 


A second consideration which forbids us from viewing Matt. 28:19 as a reference to the 
authority upon which the Ordinance is based is found in regards to the question of 
whether or not the verse should be properly rendered, on the one hand, “in the name,” 
or, on the other, “into the name.” Namely, it is our observation that the latter rendering 
is preferable, especially given the interpretive confusion that is frequently found to be in 
close attendance to the alternative rendition. In support of this proposal, we crave the 
reader’s indulgence in examining several lines of evidence. 


In the first place, we would observe that the meaning customarily ascribed as the 
primary meaning of the relevant Greek term, e/s (as opposed to en, or “in”), is “into,” or 
“to” (cf. Strong’s, no. 1519). 


Regarding the composition of the Baptismal Formula, it is therefore the opinion of many 
celebrated commentators, both antique and modern, that a rendering such as “into the 
name,” or perhaps even “unto the name,” far better conveys the essence of the passage 
than does the Authorized Version’s “in the name.” Hence, the Dean of Canterbury, 
Henry Alford (1810-1871), author of a ground-breaking and prestigious four-volume 
commentary upon the Greek Text of the NT, offers the following comments, concerning 
the proper rendition of the Formula: 


It is unfortunate again here that our English Bibles do not give us the force of this eis. It 
should have been into (as in Gal. 3:27, et al.) both here and in I Cor. 10:2, and wherever the 
expression is used. 


Likewise, among the older generation of venerable commentators, we might also turn to 
the esteemed grandson of Jonathan Edwards, Dr. Timothy Dwight (1752-1817), the 
respected Congregationalist cleric, theologian, poet, and educator, who, in his service 
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as President of Yale College, oversaw that institution’s spiritual renaissance, and who 
was also an active participant in both the foundation of the prestigious Andover 
Theological Seminary, as well as the American Bible Society. Within Dwight’s Theology, 
vol. IV, he makes the following observations, concerning the Formula: 


All persons are baptized not in but into the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost; that is, they are in this ordinance publicly and solemnly introduced into the 
family and entitled in a peculiar manner to the name of God. Accordingly they are called 
godly; Christians; Spiritual; sons and daughters of God; and children of God, throughout the 
Scriptures. That this is the true construction of the passage just quoted is, I think, obvious 
from the Greek phraseology, eis to honoma, the proper English of which is, into the name. 
Accordingly it is customarily rendered in this manner, by the translators of our Bible in those 
passages where the same subject is mentioned. Thus, Rom. 6:3-4, St. Paul asks, Know ye not, 
that so many of us as were baptized INTO Jesus Christ were baptized INTO his death? 
Therefore we are buried with him by Baptism into death.—I Cor. 12:13; For by one Spirit we 
were all baptized INTO one body.—Gal. 3:27; As many of you as have been baptized INTO 
Christ have put on Christ. In all these instances the phraseology is the same with that first 
quoted, and from analogy, teaches us, that it ought, there also, to have been rendered in the 
same manner: into, being the original and proper meaning of the preposition; and in being a 
meaning so uncommon as heretofore to have been resolved into a Hebraism. Several of these 
passages also directly declare that those who are baptized, are baptized into Christ; that is, 
into the Church, or Body of Christ. 


| might also observe, within my own personal research, | have found approximately a 
score of translations of God’s Word which render the passage as “into the Name.” 


As Hendriksen, in his distinguished modern commentary of Matthew observes, the 
ramifications of this distinction are as follows: 


The one who submits to it [baptism], if sincere, is proclaiming that he has broken with the 
world and has been brought into union with the Triune God, to whom he intends to devote 
his life. 


The point is that the general concept of baptism is, generally and historically speaking, 
an act of association or identification with something (a person, group, message, etc.). 
Various NT instances in which baptism (whether it be of a physical, spiritual, or 
metaphorical variety) carries with it connotations relating to the concept of personal 
association or identification include Mark 10:38-39, Rom. 6:1-10, and | Cor. 10:2, 12:13. 


With all of this in mind, in summation, it is clear that the phrase eiv to onoma found within 
Matthew 28:19 is not simply a declaration of the source of authority upon which we 
baptize, but rather, it is best seen as an expression of the position and relationship 
which we now enjoy as Christian Believers with the Triune God, by virtue of the shed 
blood of our Lord and Savior, Jesus Christ. In baptizing with reference to the Most Holy 
Trinity, we are associating and identifying with, and affirming our discipleship and 
pledging our allegiance unto, those Divine Persons with whom we now find ourselves in 
blessed personal union. At one time, we had no hope, and were without God in this 
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world (Eph. 2:12), but through the redemptive actions and purposes of God the Father, 
God the Son, and God the Holy Spirit, we have now become Children of the Father 
(John 1:12, Rom. 8:15, Eph. 1:5, Gal. 4:5), Friends and Brethren to the Son (Matt. 
12:50, John 15:15, Heb. 2:10-12), and literal Temples of the Holy Spirit (1 Cor. 3:16, 1 
Cor. 6:19, 2 Cor. 6:16, Eph. 2:21-22). Indeed, we have now become a part of the inner 
life of God, joining in with the fellowship of the Eternal Trinity, and we have now 
“_..become partakers of the divine nature, having escaped the corruption that is in the 
world by lust” (2 Pet. 1:4). 


B. 3. b. The “name” into which Christians are commanded to be baptized. 


Having established that Matthew 28:19 is a prescribed formula which has genuinely 
come to us from the hand of Christ, and which calls upon us to baptize disciples (as 
opposed to infants and unbelievers) “into the name,” it is now incumbent upon us to 
examine those questions which relate to the concept of name, which, as we shall see, 
will play a vital role within our discussion. 


In the first place, the question arises, “Into Whose name, precisely, shall we baptize?” 


Initially, it may seem unto the reader that this query could manage to yield nothing but 
the most obvious and simple of responses, which would be: “Into the names of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit...of course!” On the cursory level, there 
would indeed appear to be little fuel or occasion for controversy within a matter as 
seemingly straightforward as this. And yet, strange as it may seem, the question has 
demonstrably yielded, over the years, some rather divergent and divisive results, and 
has only served to strengthen the present author in his suspicions that Matthew 28:19 is 
probably one of the most slightly contemplated among the better-known verses of the 
New Testament. 


That there are found present within the Divine Directives of Matthew 28:19 a plurality 
and distinction of both Names and Persons should, we would think, be evident to all— 
unless, of course, one is drowning within a morass of Sabellian heresy, like those of the 
Oneness Pentecostal Tribe. 


Surprisingly, however, such is not case. Instead, we find that quite a number of 
orthodox, Trinitarian Believers—many of whom must be regarded as highly capable and 
generally reliable interpreters of the Word of God—when examining this passage 
perceive within its language a reference not to three, but rather, to one, Divine Name— 
in a manner not unlike the Sabellian heretics. This is all the more curious, given the fact 
that these commentators, unlike the Oneness People, would affirm the presence of a 
genuine plurality of distinct Persons within the passage. 


The tendency that | have found amongst these writers is that they believe that despite 
the fact that passage alludes to Three Persons, the Formula is calling upon us to 
baptize unto one Name, which they vaguely and variously denominate the “Divine 
Essence,” the “one Nature,” the “one God,” the “one Godhead,” the “Triune God,” the 
“Trinity,” etc., etc. The idea that we baptize in the singular Name of “the Divine Essence, 
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etc.,” with reference to the Three Persons of the Godhead is, in fact, regarded by these 
writers a Trinitarian Proof. 


In as much as | have found that the proponents of single immersion have often given a 
great deal of polemic weight to their understanding of the concept of name, it is both 
appropriate and critical that we examine this matter with no small degree of interest. 


Allow me to state that no one is more firm in their support of the historic doctrine of the 
Trinity than the present writer. Having observed this, let us further assert that it is 
infinitely wiser to offer unto the world an authentic Trinitarian apologetic bolstered by 
arguments that are found to be legitimate, rather than embarrass ourselves by 
disseminating and promoting those “proofs” which are patently spurious in nature. 
Specifically, in regards to the matter at hand, we must reject a point of view that would 
attempt to apprehend the word name in Matthew 28:19 as being emblematic of the One 
Divine Essence, and regard it as something that has been born out of nothing but a 
wishful sort of thinking, married to a predisposed inclination to further establish the 
Doctrine of the Trinity. The simple fact of the matter is that expressions such as “the 
Divine Essence” and “the Triune God” appear nowhere within the text, nor does the 
word “name” in any wise suggest the concept which these terminologies are intended to 
represent. 


To be quite frank about it, it is our view that it should be more than self-evident that 
even as this Scripture speaks of three distinct Persons, it also explicitly verbalizes a 
plurality of Divine Names, which are given in reference to each of these aforementioned 
Divine Persons. Thus, it is into the Personal categories of existence—Father, Son, and 
Holy Spirit— that we have been instructed to baptize new converts, as opposed to the 
somewhat more abstract and metaphysical concept of Essence. 


Through the graciousness of God and the innate superiority of the New Covenant, we of 
the Christian Dispensation, by way of the revelation of the Son and the Holy Spirit, have 
perceived and become personally familiar with the one God as He is manifest in three 
eternal Persons. The Son, through whom the Father has spoken to us in these last days 
(Heb. 1:2), and who “is the radiance of His glory and the exact representation of His 
nature (Heb. 1:3),” has, through His own Person, perfectly answered the fervent desires 
of a thirsting humanity by accurately showing us the Father, even as our Apostolic 
spokesman, Philip, had petitioned (John 14:8-9). Likewise, in this Church Age, we of the 
Household of Faith have come to experience the Holy Spirit—by way of a permanent 
and universal indwelling—in a manner that that was not experienced by the Fathers of 
the prior Dispensations (John 14:16-17). 


Itis thus, as three Persons—with three distinct and Divinely-revealed Names—that we 
have come to know, experience, and relate to God, and have been fully adopted as 
genuine sons and daughters into the Divine Family (Rom. 8:15, Eph. 1:15). Each 
Person of the Trinity has, in His own Personal and distinct manner, joined with the other 
two Persons in accomplishing the great work of our redemption, as the following 
passage from Titus affirms: 
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But when the kindness of God our Savior and {His} love for mankind appeared, He 
saved us, not on the basis of deeds which we have done in righteousness, but 
according to His mercy, by the washing of regeneration and renewing by the Holy 
Spirit, whom He poured out upon us richly through Jesus Christ our Savior, so 
that being justified by His grace we would be made heirs according to {the} hope 
of eternal life. (Titus 3:4-7) 


We have already referred to the Trinitarian nature of our salvation. The Father has sent 
His Son into the world (| John 4:14) to redeem those whom He has appointed to receive 
salvation through our Lord Jesus Christ (I Thess. 5:9), who saved His People from their 
sins (Matt. 1:21), and through Whom we have peace with God (Rom. 5:1). The Spirit, 
without whose regenerative work we cannot even see the Kingdom of God (John 3:3-8), 
let alone enter, has given us new life through the instrumentality of the Word of God (I 
Peter 1:23), which He has given us through holy men of old who were under His 
superintendence (Il Peter 1:21). The Father has sent Him into the world to quicken the 
dead and to reveal the truth concerning our Lord Jesus (Matt. 16:17), so that all whom 
the Father has predestined may come to Him (John 6:37, 44), in conjunction with the 
preaching of the Word (Rom. 10:14, 17), which has been given by Divine expiration (II 
Tim. 3:16). Human salvation, then, is a Trinitarian act, as opposed to a Unitarian one, 
and each Member of the Trinity can therefore be truthfully honored and credited for 
having brought about our redemption. 


All of the above speaks of the Trinity from the so-called economic perspective, which 
views the Trinity from the standpoint of what the Persons do, in terms of action and 
administration, as well as those works that are performed by the Trinity outside Itself, in 
reference towards created persons and things. First and foremost, however, the Divine 
Names that have been explicitly revealed within the Formula—Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit—point towards the Ontological Trinity, which is to say, the Trinity “within itself,” or 
the Trinity as viewed from the perspective of Who God is, with regard to Personal 
relationships within the Godhead. The gracious extension of this revelation has served 
to bestow upon the sons and daughters of the Church Age the awesome and unique 
privilege of coming to know something of the very inner life and workings of the Eternal 
Trinity. Through this special revelation of the Divine Names, we have come to know 
God as Father: not simply as the adoptive Father of Believers, but as the eferna/ Father 
of Christ. Likewise, we have come to regard the Son not merely as the Son by virtue of 
His Incarnation and His Resurrection, but as the eternal Son: the Only-Begotten Son of 
the Father by Eternal Generation. Lastly, we have come to behold the Holy Spirit as not 
only the One who breaths out life and truth unto men, but as the Spirit or Breath of God 
by Eternal Procession from both the Father and the Son (John 15:26). 


In summation, we feel that Yoder speaks well when he observes the following: 


Mh ih 


No one will claim that the terms “Father, “ “Son,” and “Holy Spirit” are interchangeable. 
Whatever may be said about the unity of God, when we speak of the Father we do not mean the 
Son, and when we speak of the Son we do not mean the Holy Spirit. In some respects God ts 
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One, but in others He is Three, and it is with respect to the functions which mark the 
TRINITY that baptism is to be performed. 


It is into these specific Names—Father, Son, and Holy Spirit—that our Lord Jesus has 
commanded us to baptize. Though hinted at in subtle form throughout the Old 
Testament (e.g., Isa. 48:16, 59:20-21, 63:9-10), it is unto us, Children of the New 
Testament Era, that the glorious Mystery of the Blessed Trinity has been explicitly 
revealed, and it is therefore unto us that the privileged obligation has befallen to share 
unto others that which has been generously and graciously bestowed upon us. 


B. 3. c. The matter of name: “What’s in a name...?” 


People of the modern and secular Western persuasion seem to basically focus upon the 
concept of name in its simple utilitarian function as something that merely serves to 
distinguish one person from another, and they further tend to name their offspring in 
accordance with some sort of existential and emotionally subjective criteria based upon 
how such-and-such a name “sounds” to the ear. Within the ancient cultures of the 
Biblical Era, however, the concept of Name, for a variety of reasons, was regarded as a 
much more meaningful and significant affair. In the Bible, for example, names are 
sometimes regarded as being descriptive of a person in both the positive (Matt. 1:21: 
“She will bear a Son; and you shall call His name Jesus, for He will save His people 
from their sins.”) and negative sense (1 Sam. 25:25: “Please do not let my lord pay 
attention to this worthless man, Nabal, for as his name is, so is he. Nabal is his name 
and folly is with him...”). 


A name, thus, was closely identified with the nature of the one who bore it. The 
Scripture, in reference to the Name of God, often presents God’s Name as something 
synonymous with God Himself, or as something emblematic of His very Being. Such 
examples would include the following: 


Deut. 28:58: “If you are not careful to observe all the words of this law which 
are written in this book, to fear this honored and awesome name, the LORD your 
God...” 


Ps. 18:49: Therefore I will give thanks to You among the nations, O LORD, and I 
will sing praises to Your name. 


Ps. 29:2: Ascribe to the LORD the glory due to His name... 


Isa. 25:1: O LORD, You are my God; I will exalt You, I will give thanks to Your 
name... 


The same, of course, might be said of the Name of the Son: 


John 1:12: But as many as received Him, to them He gave the right to become 
children of God, {even} to those who believe in His name... 


98 


With regard to Matthew 28:19, Marvin Vincent makes the following contribution: 


The name is not the mere designation, a sense which would give to the baptismal formula 
merely the force of a charm. The name, as in the Lord’s Prayer (“Hallowed be thy name’’), is 
the expression of the sum total of the divine Being: not his designation as God or Lord, but the 
formula in which all his attributes and characteristics are summed up. It is equivalent to his 
person. The finite mind can deal with him only through his name; but his name is of no avail 
detached from his nature. 


Thus, in as much as these Names—Father, Son, and Holy Spirit—are representational 
emblems of the Persons themselves, we can justly regard the language of the Formula, 
when it directs us to baptize Jesus’ Disciples “into the name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Spirit,” as being essentially synonymous with symbolically 
baptizing individuals into the Person of the Father, and into the Person of the Son, and 
into the Person of the Holy Spirit. 


Thus, we baptize into three Persons; and let us further remind ourselves, at this point, 
that the number of those Persons into which we baptize is Three, rather than One. 
Again, while we must affirm that while God is One in Essence, as well as in unity of 
purpose, He is most definitely not One either in terms of Personhood, or with regard to 
those Names by which we observe those Personal distinctions. 


Yet again, we must utterly insist that the passage in question, Matt. 28:19, speaks of 
three distinct Persons, who in turn, have three particular Names. For us to put this truth 
aside, we must render some sort of violence unto the passage, such as either choosing 
to utterly disregard the particular nominal designations referred to within (which, as we 
have seen, many authorities have cheerfully proven more than willing to do, through the 
device of manufacturing a single, unspoken subject: namely, “the Triune God” or “the 
Essence of Deity”), or, perhaps, by attempting to turn the particular distinctions that we 
have been given into a single, corporate name: “Father-Son-Spirit.” 


Let us now, for a moment, consider the latter possibility, which | have encountered 
amongst some writers. Is it possible to see “Father, Son, and Holy Spirit” as some sort 
of unified “firm-name,” not unlike a modern business or legal firm, in the manner of the 
law offices of Fike, Cascio, & Boose, or of television’s Sanford & Son? In this regard, we 
might observe that if the passage were to read, hypothetically, as follows, then perhaps 
we would indeed have to consider amending our views, and consequently begin 
advocating the practice of single immersion: “...baptizing into the name, Father, Son, 
and Holy Spirit...” 


Note that we have here omitted the possessive phrases “and of,” with regard to the 
individual Persons. Our Lord, however, did not omit these phrases—the sign of 
possession—and the passage, as it was genuinely and originally given, does not read 
this way. As Timothy Mark Hodge points out, concerning the grammar of this passage: 


...the words for “Father,” “Son,” and “Holy Spirit” are in what is called the “genitive 
case.” Words in the genitive case necessitate the preposition “of” before each word, which is 
why most English translations read the way they do. 
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In summation, we may observe, that the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit are 
especially placed before us in this Commission as distinct Personalities with distinct 
inter-Personal relationships and distinct ministries unto believers, and that each of these 
Divine Personages are further found to be in possession of a distinct and specifically 
enunciated Name. 


And how shall we obey our Lord in descriptively and meaningfully immersing individuals 
into each of these three distinct Persons, save but through a threefold immersion? 


B. 3. d. The elliptical construction of Matthew 28:19. 


Despite what we have already demonstrated, the objector will yet be found amongst us 
who will offer the following challenge: 


“But why is the word ‘name’ still rendered in the singular, if there is indeed a plurality of 
names? If the Lord had intended for us to apprehend ‘names’ within the passage, then why 
didn’t He clearly designate such by using the term in the plural? After all, surely no amount of 
fancy-footwork can turn a ‘name’ (singular) into ‘names’ (plural)!” 


Indeed, no amount of “fancy-footwork” could ever remove such an apparent difficulty, 
but, as we shall see, an honest and reasonable application of the basic and universally 
accepted rules of grammar most certainly can serve to clarify these issues, and satisfy 
the reasonable demands of any evenhanded and open inquiry. 

In answering the above objections, we would begin by referring the reader unto the 
definition of a certain grammatical term, derived from Webster's New Twentieth Century 
Dictionary, Unabridged 2™ Edition (Simon & Schuster, 1983): 


el:lip sis, n.; 1. in grammar, the omission of a word or words necessary for 
complete construction but understood in the context. Example: “Tf (it is) 
possible, (you) come early.” 


In an online glossary that deals with Bible translation-related terminologies, Wayne 
Lehman defines the word ellipsis in this manner: 


Ellipsis is the deliberate omission of some aspect of language form whose 
meaning can be understood from the context of that form. Ellipsis is sometimes 
called gapping by linguists. Languages vary in whether and how much they allow 
ellipsis. So translators must sometimes supply in a translation what is ellipted in 
the original, so that the meaning of the original will be preserved in the 
translation. 


This common figure of syntax plays a prominent role within the grammatical 
construction of Matthew 28:19, and therefore must be apprehended if one is to have a 
correct understanding of the Baptismal Formula and what its complete expression 
demands. 
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The device of the ellipse (through which we verbally omit, or leave unspoken, certain 
contextually-understood words) is commonly used in language in order that, through the 
economy of words, sentences might be made stronger, or more forceful; and that 
sentences might, by removing the element of redundancy, simply “sound better.” It 
must be clearly understood, however, that though a subject be verbally omitted, it is still 
regarded as present within the passage, or, as An Encyclopedia of English Grammar 
and Word Grammar puts it: 


...every valent’s meaning is always present in the semantic structure even if the 
valent itself is omitted. 


In order to illustrate this principle, we offer the following sentence: 
“They passed the hat around, so I gave ten bucks.” 


But we might ask “Gave who ten bucks?” Here, the word “them,” though not physically 
present, is nonetheless to be regarded as though it were actually present. Thus, the 
meaning of the sentence is as follows: 


“They passed the hat around, so I gave [them] ten bucks.” 


Matthew 28:19 also has an elliptical construction: namely, several words are verbally 
omitted from this statement which, nonetheless, are to be regarded as being genuinely 
and meaningfully present, and which, therefore, are to be mentally inserted within the 
passage if it is to make any sort of sense. Dr. Boyer states the matter in rather simple 
terms: 


...the structure of the sentence used (the words “baptizing them into the name of 
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit”) requires that three actions 
must be carried out. The verb indicates the act involved, namely, “dipping, 
immersing them in water.” The prepositional phrase “into the name of” is an 
identification of the One into whose control the candidate is placing himself; he is 
saying, “I am His, I will follow Him.” This is the thrust of the first dipping, into 
the name of the Father. But the statement goes on, “‘and of the Son.” These words 
are not complete standing alone; we ask “and...[what?]...of the Son.” Here is a 
perfectly normal and clearly understood language device; the reference of the 
genitive phrase is simply understood to be repeated from the previous phrase, 
“and [into the name] of the Son.” But one dip cannot be into three different 
names. There must be a second, then a third, to satisfy the language of the 
passage. 


The singular “name” which we encounter within the passage, therefore, is not that of 
“the Triune God,” but rather, none other than that of the Father. The ellipses, or 
omissions, of which we have spoken, however, further instruct us, in like manner, to 
immerse candidates into the name of the Son, and into the name of the Holy Spirit. 
When we supply the ellipses, and “fill in the blanks,” so to speak, by supplying the 
omitted phrase into the name, the demands of the Commission become readily 
apparent: 
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..immersing them into the name of the Father, 
and [into the name] of the Son, 
and [into the name] of the Holy Spirit... 


This rendering, as it stands, should more than suffice in demonstrating the hopeless 
inadequacy of a single immersion, and the subsequent necessity for three distinct 
dippings. However, as Quinter additionally points out, grammatical theory will allow us, if 
we are so inclined, to extend the ellipsis one additional step, further embracing the word 
baptizing, or immersing. 


Whenever there is a conjunction, there are two subjects, two copulas, and two 
predicates: i.e., two prepositions in all their parts. 


With this in mind, the Formula, in the fullness of its objective form, may be submitted 
unto the reader as encompassing the following: 


...immersing them into the name of the Father, 
and [immersing them into the name] of the Son, 
and [immersing them into the name] of the Holy Spirit... 


Again, even as it is nakedly obvious that such requirements impossibly overtax the 
properties and abilities of a single immersion, they likewise, just as unmistakably, 
summon us to lawfully and properly observe the absolute necessity of three distinct 
immersions within the Ordinance of Christian Baptism. 


Furthermore, in approaching the grammatical characteristics of Matthew 28:19 from a 
somewhat different perspective, we find that it is equally possible to render a translation 
of this verse in accordance with the possessive form, as opposed to the objective form 
in which we usually find it expressed. In reference to the fact that the Greek words 
which indicate the individual Persons of the Trinity are in the genitive case, Hodge 
makes these observations: 


The Greek “genitive case” is basically the same as the English “possessive case” and with 
this in mind it would be equally possible to translate the text as “baptizing them in the 
Father’s name, and the Son’s, and the Holy Spirit’s. 


Thus, in the grammatical equivalent known as the possessive form, we are 
commissioned to engage in immersing converts into the Father’s name, and into the 
Son’s name, and into the Holy Spirit's name. Clearly, once more, we find that popular 
convention known as single immersion-baptism weighed in the balances and found 
wanting, yet again demonstrating its incapability of meeting the requirements of this 
particular assigned task within the Great Commission which we, the elect of God, have 
been appointed to undertake. 


In this context, Elder C. F. Yoder rather nicely dramatizes the intrinsic shortcomings that 
we must unavoidably associate with the practice of single-immersion: 
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Here is the scene. The convert is ready. The administrator says, “I baptize thee into the name of 
the Father,” but he does not do it. Instead, he goes on to say, “and of the Son,” but again he 
does nothing to correspond to his words; then finally he says, “and of the Holy Spirit,” and 
then he dips once. He has baptized only into the name of the Holy Spirit. His actions have 
belied his words and he has dishonored the Father and the Son. He has played as false with the 
commission as if he had said, “I baptize (immerse) thee,” and instead of immersing the 
candidate had sprinkled or poured a little water instead. He may protest that he is Trinitarian in 
faith, but certainly he is Unitarian in his baptism. His faith in the Trinity is dead because it is 
without works (James 2:17). 


B. 4. Matthew 28:19 in diagram. 


It may prove to be useful unto the reader, in our pursuit of the truth in these matters, to 
reflect for a moment upon a diagrammed analysis of Matthew 28:19, in which the 
plurality of names and the elliptical construction of the passage both appear within a 
form that is most graphic and readily apparent. The reader will please note the equality 
and symmetry of phrases related to each of the Divine Persons, following the 
expression “baptizing them:” 





B. 5. Several relevant and practical illustrations. 


Certain illustrations, by way of common-sense analogy, may prove useful to the reader 
in demonstrating the logical and grammatical necessity behind the practice of trine 
immersion. 


One such illustration, for example, comes to us from an online article by Dr. David W. 
Miller, adapted from his work Understanding Baptism: Biblical Christian Water Baptism: 
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This writer has been able to explain this passage [Matt. 28:19] by using an apple, a young 
child and a bucket of water. The child is given the apple and placed before the bucket of 
water. Then the child is instructed to dip the apple in the name of Billy, and in the name of 
Sally and in the name of Mary. The child has always trine immersed the apple! 


Dr. Boyer has offered a similar sort of illustration. After pointing out the elliptical nature 
of the passage, he observes the fact that 


...one dip cannot be into three different names. There must be a second, then a third, to 
satisfy the language of the passage. How many dollars will you need if you are asked to put a 
dollar “into the hand of Peter, and of James, and of John’’? 


Elder Yoder has also favored us with several provocative analogies from his work, 
including the following: 


Try the ellipsis in parallel constructions and it will be clear. Suppose I say, “Go along the 
street with these notices, taking them into the house of Mark, and of Luke and of John.” 
Now, knowing that each had his own house, would you wait until you got to the house of 
John and say “It is enough if I take one in here’? But that is exactly what they do who 
practice single immersion in baptism. 


Yet another interesting analogy from the same source employs a figure derived from the 
process of finishing furniture. Referring to the grammatical construction of Matt. 28:19, 
Yoder offers the following comparison: 


Any furniture factory will furnish an illustration that will show the three actions of this 
construction clearly. It is common to finish certain grades of furniture by dipping it first into 
a tank of stain, then into a tank of filler” and then into a tank of varnish. Now suppose we 
say, “Go ye, therefore, and polish tables, dipping them into the tank of the stain, and of the 
‘filler,’ and of the varnish.” How many dips would be required? Suppose you should say, 
“This is only a form: I will sprinkle or pour these tables instead of dipping them”! Or, being 
a single immersionist, you take the table to the tank of the stain, but dip it not; then to the 
tank of the “filler,” but dip it not; then to the tank of the varnish and dip it once. Have you 
obeyed the command? Certainly not. Neither is it obeying the command to say, “I baptize 
thee into the name of the Father,” and do it not; ‘‘and of the Son,” and do it not; ‘“‘and of the 
Holy Spirit,” and then dip once. As there are three tanks for the one polishing so there are 
three names for the one baptism, and three dips in either case. 


Following this verbal comparison, Yoder then goes on (p.177) to graphically 
demonstrate his point through the device of diagrammatical analysis, comparing the 
parallel structure of the Formula to the aforementioned analogous sentence “Go ye, 
therefore, and polish tables, dipping them into the tank of the stain, and of the ‘filler, 
and of the varnish.” 


Yet another pair of helpful analogies comes to us from D. Vaniman, as referenced by 
T.M. Hodge: 


If I should tell [a] boy to dip my pencil into the water, and into the milk, and into the wine, he 
could not possibly obey the command short of dipping the pencil three times—once into each 
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substance. Again, if I command the boy to write his name into the book of Matthew, and of 
Mark, and of Luke, he will at once see that he must write his name three times to do as 
commanded,—once in each book. 


It is our hope that each of the above comparisons may be discovered to be useful not 
only in terms of providing the reader with readily apprehended and illustrative analogies, 
but also that they may prove to be of aid in establishing the genuine clarity and innate 
simplicity that characterizes the language and directives of the Great Commission. In 
the end, it should be abundantly clear that the grammatical case for trine immersion is 
not established by some sort linguistic sleight-of-hand, involving us in all manner of 
awkward and fantastic verbal gymnastics, nor does its foundation rest upon an intricate 
and convoluted Minos’ Labyrinth of Jesuitical sophistry. Much to the contrary, as | 
believe we have demonstrated, its security rests upon logical consistency, as well as 
the firm and unbeguiling basis of honest fidelity and scrupulous adherence to the 
ordinary and commonly received rules and devices associated with basic grammatical 
convention. 


B. 6. Only Trine immersion fully covers the expanding symbolic applications of 
baptism. 


There often resides within Baptist (as well as other “baptistic” single-immersionist) 
circles the tendency to focus exclusively upon the purported teaching of Romans 6:3-4, 
and the identification of the believer with the Person of Christ and His death, burial, and 
resurrection. All of their eggs are in one basket, so to speak. The difficulty here would 
seem to lie in the inability or unwillingness of many to apprehend the fact that Baptism is 
a complex and expanding symbol with multiple and diverse spiritual applications. By 
virtue of their training, unfortunately, many Baptists would seem to be rather insensitive 
to this truth, and thus, are found to suffer from a common malady that we might refer to, 
with no small degree of accuracy, as “Romans six-on-the-brain.” 


It is beyond our scope and intention to presently engage in an in-depth analysis of all of 
the various symbolic applications and properties associated with water baptism. 
However, in order that we might demonstrate the adequacy of trine immersion as a 
symbolic form in relationship to those diverse spiritual applications, as well as lay bare 
the subsequent inadequacy of single immersion in regards to the same, we briefly 
enumerate several of those truths to which the proper manifestation of the Ordinance 
would direct our attention. 


1. We have already discussed, at some length, the association of Baptism to our 
relationship as Believers with the individual Persons of the Holy Trinity, who have 
joined in concert to fashion our redemption. 


2. We have also seen that the mode of Trine Immersion brilliantly illustrates the 
very nature of Christianity’s God. Through this symbol, we see depicted, in 
picturesque and graphic form, the Tri-unity, or Three-in-Oneness, that 
characterizes the Doctrine of the Trinity. Though the word name, rendered in the 
singular, does not make reference to the Oneness of God, as many 
commentators mistakenly believe, other aspects related to the Ordinance 
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certainly do provide such a reference. We have observed, for example, that the 
very association of the three Persons within the language of the Formula, 
occurring within the established context and environment of Hebrew 
monotheism, speaks rather eloquently concerning the mutual equality of each of 
the denominated Personalities and their common identification with the God of 
Israel. We have further mentioned that the physical nature of the rite, which 
features three distinct immersions (and emersions) within a single baptismal 
ceremony, is by design, meant to depict the Trinity. We should, at this point, 
make reference to the oft-heard claim that Trine Immersionists are individuals 
who “baptize three times.” Obviously, while it is true that we immerse the head of 
an individual three times, the ceremony itself is an integrated single entity. An 
individual goes down into the water, entering the stream or baptistery but once, 
and does not depart until all three immersions have been accomplished. Using 
the term “baptism,” then, in its all-encompassing sense, referring to the ceremony 
as a unified whole, we can readily perceive that our trine immersion indeed 
qualifies as one, solitary baptism. 


. Baptism further serves as a platform for our public confession in the Triunity of 
God, and for our personal identification with Christ, His program, His teachings, 
and His People (cf. Acts 2:38, 8:36-38). In the NT era, the concept of baptism in 
general, whether we are speaking within or without the Christian Church, was 
widely apprehended as a badge of personal identification with a certain Leader, 
Faction, or Movement (cf. its usage in | Cor. 1:13 and 10:2). It could be further 
described as that ceremony which functions as the formal Sign of Initiation into 
the Believing Community. 


. Baptism symbolizes a cleansing from sin. As Boyer observes, “Speaking of 
baptism in general (i.e., Jewish, John’s, and Christian baptism) it seems clear 
that the primary picture is one of cleansing. The universal use of water as a 
vehicle for that purpose makes immersion into water a very natural symbol of 
cleansing from sin. That was its meaning in the Jewish proselyte baptism, and in 
the baptisms of the Qumran communities. That was the symbolism of the 
baptizing of John; it was accompanied by “confessing their sins” (Mt. 3.6, 11, Mk. 
1.4-5); it was called a “baptism of repentance for the remission of sins” (Mk. 
1.4,5, Lk. 3.3, cf. vs. 7ff), or simply a “baptism of repentance” (Acts 13.24, 19.4).” 
Indeed, the obvious and natural symbolism inherent within the physical act of 
bathing or immersing in water readily explains its usage even within the 
ceremonial practices of the pre-Christian and pagan world as a symbol of 
cleansing and purification. A Scripture such as Acts 22:16—“Get up and be 
baptized, and wash away your sins, calling on His name”—is clearly designed to 
invoke this readily apparent and altogether natural allusion to the concept of 
spiritual purification. 


. The Rite could also be said to speak as a Commitment unto a Life of Discipleship 
and a declaration of Obedience unto the Rule of God. Thus, as Dr. Plaster points 
out, “In Matt 28:18—-20 baptism is a vital part of the discipleship process. Thus, it 


106 


not only points back as a testimony of salvation, but it also points ahead to the 
path of discipleship to which the believer is committing himself.” 


The very act of submitting oneself unto Baptism is, of course, a work of 
discipleship in-and-of itself, as the candidate adheres to the will of Christ and is 
found in harmonious conformity to that anticipated first step of obedience at the 
outset of his Christian Journey. Beyond this, however, it looks forward to living a 
life fully consecrated unto God (Rom. 12:1-2) and experientially dying each day 
to the cares and concerns of this world (Rom. 6:3-4). 


6. Through the labors and infinite mercies of the Triune God and the redemptive 
Passion of our Lord, we have been cleansed of all our sins and have been 
justified through our saving union with Christ, and are therefore found to enjoy 
the benefits of a whole new life and realm of existence in Him. The Christian, 
therefore, experiences in his personal identification with Him a spiritual death, 
burial, and resurrection (Rom. 6:3-4). Concerning the relationship of water 
baptism to the statements found within the sixth chapter of Paul’s Epistle to the 
Romans, we shall have more to say in a moment. 


7. In baptism, we symbolically put on, or clothe ourselves with Christ (Gal. 3:27), 
with Whom we are in both a vital (Gal. 2:20), as well as a representative (Rom. 
6:5-11) union. His righteousness, an alien righteousness which is imputed unto 
us, has become our covering (Romans 5:18-19); and yet, in Him, we have 
genuinely become a new creation, and have “put on the new man” (cf. Eph. 4:24, 
Col. 3:10). 


There is obviously much more that could be related concerning this subject, but we 
have seen enough to support our twin contentions that Baptism is, first, a complex and 
multi-faceted symbol, and second, that it can only effectively convey this multi- 
dimensional symbolism, as well as fulfill the requirements of language expressed within 
the Great Commission, through the means of a ritual of consisting of triple immersions. 
Again, it is made evident that single immersion can never truly communicate the 
Trinitarian thrust of our Lord’s Commission, any more than rites involving pouring or 
sprinkling can ever fully satisfy the linguistic and symbolic demands made by the New 
Testament calling for the full immersion of the body. To put it quite simply, as we might 
express it in the common and popular vernacular of our own era: only trine immersion 
can “cover all the bases,” so to speak. 


B. 7. Historical Considerations. 


Given the power and numbers associated with the advocacy and practice of single 
immersion within the United States (through the labors of such diverse elements as 
Baptists, Campbellites, Baptistic Fundamentalists, Baptistic Pentecostals, etc.) in 
relative comparison to those of us who practice trine immersion, it should perhaps come 
as no surprise that many within our culture simply assume that this particular mode is 
“the way it’s always been done,” and that it is consequently the only option available, 
with regard to full immersion. In an old tract, however, Old Brethren Elder J.H. Moore 
succinctly offers the following summation of the historical record: 
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. Trine immersion was the general practice of all Christian antiquity. 

2. It prevailed in the west as well as the east, till the fourth council of Toledo, 
A.D. 633. 

3. Six hundred years after the death of Christ a change from trine to single 
immersion gradually took place in some parts of the west. 

4. All the churches in the east, established by the apostles and their successors, 
retained the apostolic method of baptizing, refusing to change the three-fold 
immersion, taught by Christ in the great commission [Matt. xxviii, 19,] for the single 
immersion introduced by Eunomius. 

5. The ordinary method of baptizing throughout all Christendom wherever 

immersion was used, was the prevailing practice the first 1500 years of the Christian 

era. 


With all of this in mind, we can only wonder, given the human propensity to resist 
change with regard to the matter of form, how it is that Trine Immersion, if it was not, in 
fact, the baptism that Jesus instituted and the Apostolic community perpetuated, 
mysteriously came to enjoy universal acceptance throughout the length and breadth of 
the Roman Empire throughout the succeeding Patristic Era—without even so much as a 
hint or suggestion of controversy or upheaval? As Moore indicates within the above 
report, single immersion is a 4" century Johnny-come-lately associated with the 
extreme Arian heretic Eunomius. Along these lines, | shall not refrain from offering our 
Baptist friends a challenge: Can they historically point to anyone, prior to Eunomius, 
who both professed some manner of Christianity, and yet explicitly practiced Baptism by 
single immersion? And how is it that the very earliest Christian Manual, the Didache, is 
obviously and forcefully tri-actionist, if not explicitly and incontrovertibly trine 
immersionist? 


All of these questions, we feel, should give our Baptist friends some degree of 
reasonable discomfort in simply making the out-of-hand assumption that single 
immersion is the exclusive and self-evident form of Christian immersion. 


C. Defend from Scripture the three-fold communion service 
as an Ordinance. 


I. Its Component Elements; the fact of their status as Ordinances. 


Church Ordinances, first of all, are characterized and distinguished by a special criterion 
of five distinct and necessary elements. If any of these elements are not present, then 
the practice cannot properly be referred to as a church “ordinance,” in the traditional 
sense. If a certain practice has all five of these elements, however, it should be 
observed and must be recognized by all of God’s People as an official Ordinance of the 
Lord, designed to be perpetuated within His churches. 


1.) THE SPECIAL TIME FOR THE INSTITUTION OF THE FORM, which was late in our Lord’s 
Ministry, after the rejection of His offer of the Kingdom unto Israel. At this juncture, the 
theme of His Ministry shifted from “the Kingdom of Heaven is at Hand,” (Matt. 4:17) unto 
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“! will build My Church” (Matt. 16:18). The Ordinances, therefore, are Dispensational in 
nature. Note that Footwashing, the Eucharist, and the Lord’s Supper (Love Feast) are 
not inaugurated until the night of His betrayal, at the Last Supper. Note also that 
distinctively Christian Baptism (as opposed to earlier Jewish Practices, such as John’s) 
is not inaugurated until just prior to the Ascension (Matt. 28:19). 


2.) THE SOVEREIGN AUTHORIZATION OF THE FORM AS AN ORDINANCE. The Son of God is the 
Head of his Church (Col. 1:18). An Ordinance must have the Seal of Christ Himself, in 
terms of its authorization and its right to perpetuation. The Sovereign Authority of Christ 
is recognized and declared in association with the inauguration of all of the Ordinances 
traditionally recognized as such by the historic Brethren Community (e.g., Footwashing: 
John 13:3, 12-17. Eucharist & Love Feast: 1 Cor. 11:17-34. Christian Baptism: Matt. 
28:18-19). 


3.) THE SYMBOLIC MEANING OF THE NEW FORM JUST INSTITUTED. Ordinances have a 
symbolic meaning—and are thus distinguished from works. By definition, they employ 
special symbols that signifying spiritual meanings (1 Cor. 11:26, John 13:10). 


4.) THE SPIRITUAL REALITY THUS SYMBOLIZED MUST BE VERY GREAT. 

The Eucharist: JUSTIFICATION (the Foundation of our Salvation). Luke 22:19-20. 
Baptism: REGENERATION (the Commencement of our Salvation). Matt. 28:19, Rom 6:3-5. 
Footwashing: SANCTIFICATION (the Progress and Continuance of our Salvation). John 
13:6-11, Eph. 5:26. 

The Lord’s Supper/Love Feast: GLORIFICATION (the final Consummation of our 
Salvation). Rev. 19:1-9. 


5.) THE SPECIFIC OR CLEARLY IMPLIED COMMAND FOR PERPETUATION IS NECESSARY. 
Without the demand for perpetuation, a form could never be regarded as anything more 
than a one-time historical incident. Ordinances are to be repeated by us until Jesus 
comes. Such a command must be either directly stated or strongly implied if a given rite 
is to be regarded as an actual continuing Ordinance. BAPTISM: Matt. 28:19—to be done 
to all disciples. THE EUCHARIST: Luke 22:19, 1 Cor. 11:23-26 (“Take...eat...drink...do 
this...”). THE LORD’S SUPPER/LOVE FEAST: The command is clearly implied in Paul’s 
complete linkage with and union unto the Eucharist (1 Cor. 11:17-34); the Church of 
Corinth was severely admonished for desecrating a Holy Thing—the Feast of Love—by 
neglecting and dishonoring much of what the Ordinance speaks to: the unbroken 
Fellowship and Communion of the Saints. The fact of its very perpetuation in the New 
Testament Church (demonstrated at Corinth and in Jude 12, as well as in 2 Pet. 2:13) 
with the tacit approval of the Apostles speaks rather loudly concerning the need for its 
continued observance. FOOTWASHING: John 13:14-17; note a reference to its perpetuity 
in 1 Tim. 5:10. 





Note: The testimony of Church History is that ALL of these ordinances were 
perpetuated in the early centuries by the early Church Fathers—the very disciples of the 
Apostles. 
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ll. The unified nature of the Service. 


The Threefold Communion presents a perfect and completed picture of our salvation 
experience, in the Past Tense (the Eucharist: We have been saved—Eph. 2:8), in the 
Present Tense (Footwashing: We are being saved—1 Cor. 1:18), and in the Future 
Tense (The Love Feast: We will be saved—Matt. 24:13). The three elements, put 
together in the form of a single Threefold Communion, thus form an integrated whole 
that should not be disturbed, and which speaks concerning the totality of the salvation 
experience. 


Each aspect of our salvation experience is, of course, vital to the understanding of the 
whole. For example, even as it is important to spiritually understand that we have been 
saved (past tense, as affirmed in Eph. 2:8-9), it is also vital to understand that we have 
been saved unto the present expression of our salvation, which manifests itself in a life 
of sanctification and good works (Eph. 2:10), as opposed to an amoral life of antinomian 
excess and debauchery. In similar fashion, it is therefore vital to link the salvation 
message of the Eucharist with that of the sanctification message of the Footwashing 
Service in order not to distort the completed picture of our salvation. 


Another way of expressing this vital connection between the various parts of the 
Communion Service is as follows: 


1. The Eucharist : We have been saved from the Penalty of Sin. 
2. The Footwashing: We are being saved from the Power of Sin. 
3. The Love Feast: We will ultimately be saved from the Presence of Sin. 


The vital connection between the component elements of the Service is also seen in its 
prescribed and logical order. It is clear that within the context of that solemn night, when 
every action had enormous and weighty significance, the Footwashing came at the 
beginning of the Supper (John 13:2, 4; Note: the KJV follows inferior manuscript 
evidence here, and even if the reading is allowed, the aorist only marks the simple 
occurrence of an act, without regard to chronology), after which the flow of the events 
continued, with the resumption of Supper (vv. 12, 18-26). The Supper then came to its 
conclusion with the performance of the Eucharist (Matt. 26:26-28). 


It is only proper that the washing of feet should come first; before fellowship may be 
shared, self-examination must take place and the separating agent of sin dealt with, in 
order that one may participate in that which follows in a manner that is worthy (I Cor. 
11:27-28). Then, subsequent to our participation in the blessings of fellowship, we turn 
in remembrance to the basis and foundation of our present blessings and future hope, 
which is the Atonement of Jesus Christ, the Divine Author and Finisher of our Faith 
(Heb. 12:2). 


One should also note, with regard to the unity of the Service, the manner in which Paul 
handles the relationship between of the Love Feast, or the Lord’s Supper, and the 
Eucharist in | Cor. Il:17-34. The Corinthians are rebuked by the Apostle for their 
improper conduct at the Feast—which then effortlessly leads to Paul’s remarks 
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concerning Eucharist. Their unseemly behavior defiled both the Supper and the 
Eucharist, which are clearly assumed to comprise a sacred unity. 


In summary, we may observe the following: 


iP 


All three of these aforementioned observances bear the mark of continuing 
Church Ordinances; 


All of them were formally introduced, together, in one sacred evening, by our 
Lord; 


The Apostles continued to perform them as an organic unit; 
Thematically, they demonstrate a completed picture of our salvation, and, 


With regard to the grand overview, they picture the Church’s continuing 
pilgrimage amidst the defilements of this world, until the Rapture, when we shall 
at last inherit the promise of eternal redemption, having been purchased through 
the shedding of blood. 


In the end, we cannot but do violence to the message and the flow of events if we 
attempt to tamper with the threefold symbolism of the Service, and “improve” upon it via 
reduction. 
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X. SATAN. 


A. Describe the limitations of Satan. 


Isa. 45:5-7: "IT am the LORD, and there is no other; besides Me there is no God. I 
will gird you, though you have not known Me; that men may know from the rising 
to the setting of the sun that there is no one besides Me. I am the LORD, and 
there is no other, the One forming light and creating darkness, causing well-being 
and creating calamity; Iam the LORD who does all these." 


Those words were addressed unto the yet unborn Cyrus, King of the Persians—a 
religious Dualist whose nation followed the teachings of Zoroaster, an ancient religious 
reformer whose teachings proclaimed, among other things, the existence of two, 
eternal, all-powerful deities. One of these was Ahura Mazda—the good God, whom men 
worshipped; the other was Angra Mainyu—the Dark Lord—whom men feared. Ahura 
Mazda was responsible for the light, and for the good things of this Earth—but Angra 
Mainyu formed the darkness, and was responsible for that which was loathsome and 
evil. In their ages-old contention with one another, these two deities were locked ina 
bitter, everlasting stalemate, owing to the fact that the Zoroastrian “devil” was every bit 
as divine, in his own way, as his benevolent counterpart, the Zoroastrian god. This, of 
course, is seen by some as a handy explanation for the parallel existence of both good 
and evil within our present world; neither side has, as of yet, been able to manage 
canceling out the other. 


Dualism, however, is not philosophically tenable. If there are two such “ultimate” powers 
in the Universe, then neither can claim to be supreme, or the Absolute, in that each is 
unavoidably limited by the existence of the other. What then, under such circumstances, 
is to be regarded as the Ultimate? It would either have to be, as C.S. Lewis points out in 
God in the Dock, either the situation in which the two forces find themselves deposited, 
or else some unknown third power (the rea/ Ultimate) who created the aforesaid 
situation. In the end, as Lewis observes, Dualism is destructive to all genuine morality, 
for the concepts of “good” and “evil,” if meaningful, must be derived from the Ultimate, 
or the One; otherwise, “our allegiance to good becomes the arbitrary chosen loyalty of a 
partisan.” 


Dualism is also rendered philosophically untenable in the Augustinian dictum that evil is 
the lack of good—as opposed to good being the lack of evil. When all of the evil is 
removed from something, it obviously stands as improved. Yet, as Augustine observes 
(Confessions, vii.12.18), when, we strip something destitute of all good whatsoever, 
there remains, essentially, nothing. Thus, as Lewis observes in the preface of The 
Screwtape Letters: 
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God has no opposite. No being could attain a "perfect badness" opposite to the perfect 
goodness of God; for when you have taken away every kind of good thing (intelligence, will, 
memory, energy, and existence itself) there would be none of him left. 


Having the benefit of authoritative biblical revelation, we learn the following: 


Gen. 1:1: In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth. 


John 1:3: All things came into being through Him, and apart from Him nothing 
came into being that has come into being. 


Gen. 1:31-2:1: God saw all that He had made, and behold, it was very good. And 
there was evening and there was morning, the sixth day. Thus the heavens and 
the earth were completed, and all their hosts. 


There is but One First Cause, and that is the Holy God of the Bible, who alone created 
all things, and who, in keeping with the distinctive moral attributes that the Word of God 
associates with Him, originally created all things good. Evil, therefore, is a corruption or 
derogation of the original created perfection—and not some absolute principle, contra 
Iranian Dualism. 


Here, one is reminded of the depiction of the Infernal Powers within the Book of 
Revelation—a book of ultimate unveilings (or Apocalypse) that displays things as they 
are. Here, we see the derivative, grotesque, and even somewhat ludicrous Face of Evil, 
as these dark cosmic forces attempt to miserably ape the things of God, and thereby 
reveal both their thoroughly uncreative character as well as their powers of corruption 
and distortion. 


We think, for example, of the grossly depicted Satanic Triad (Rev. 12:3; 13:1-18), 
standing in rank opposition to the sublime and Most Holy Trinity—a bizarre, loathsome, 
and fearful Triad which is, nonetheless, easily and almost anticlimactically disposed of 
by God and His agents, in proper season (Rev. 19:20; 20:1-3, 10). We think also of the 
vile and ludicrous nature of the Antichrist’s “Bride,” the gaudy Whore of Babylon (Rev. 
17:3-6), and the manner in which the “bridegroom” treats her (Rev. 17:16), in dramatic 
opposition to how the true Messiah treats His pure Bride (Eph. 5:25-27; Rev. 19:7-9). 
Yet a further example of the derivative and ultimately incompetent nature of Evil is found 
in the portrait of the Antichrist’s would-be “Millennium” (Rev. 13:12-17) and its ultimate 
fate (Rev. 19:17-21). In the end, it is clear that all positive and genuinely creative and 
life-giving forces within the Book come from God, whose plan and program must 
triumph (Rev. 21-22). Evil—whose destructive energies can only counterfeit and 
corrupt—may do its worst, but only under the auspices of God’s sovereignty, in 
accordance with His timing and Purpose (cf. Rev. 6:9-11). Again, with reference to this 
Divine Sovereignty, we appeal to Isaiah’s words unto the yet unborn Cyrus (45:6b-7): 


I am the LORD, and there is no other, the One forming light and creating 
darkness, causing well-being and creating calamity; I am the LORD who does all 
these.” 
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Satan, clearly, is restricted in activities unto those things which God allows Him, as Job 
1:11-12 and 2:5-6 dramatically illustrate. One is also reminded at this point of our Lord’s 
teaching in Luke 22:31: 


"Simon, Simon, behold, Satan has demanded permission to sift you like wheat..." 


Having in some measure, we trust, disarmed both biblically and philosophically the 
general concept of Dualism, let us turn to the witness of the Bible concerning the 
specific limitations imposed upon Satan. 


With the understanding that Satan is not the direct counterpart of God, we observe that 
he is, first and foremost, a Creature, possessing all of the attendant limitations 
associated with that which is creaturely. He is, in fact, a creature of the angelic class 
(Ezek. 28:14), and as such, he is destitute of those attributes and prerogatives which we 
uniquely associate with Self-existent Deity. 


He is not, for example, omnipotent, as his manifold defeats, failures and subsequent 
ultimate denouement adequately demonstrate (Gen. 3:15; Ezek. 28:16; John 12:31; 
Heb. 2:14; 1 John 4:4; Revelation 12:8-9; 20:2, 10). Indeed, his lack of omnipotence is 
further dramatically demonstrated by the ability of a simple Spirit-filled Christian to resist 
him (Eph. 6:10, James 4:7, | Pet. 5:8-9). 


Though he presides over a vast demonic network (Matt. 12:24, Mark 5:9), like any other 
member of the angelic class, he is clearly not omniscient (1 Peter 1:11-12 speaks of the 
curiosity of angelic spirits, inferring their incomplete level knowledge). Job 1:9-11 and 
2:4-5 in fact speak directly concerning his lack of knowledge, given his failed predictions 
contained therein concerning the man Job. 


In like manner, he is certainly not omnipresent, in that he is spoken of in localized terms 
(Job 1:7; 2:2), and in that he will clearly be restricted to the Abyss during the Millennium 
(Rev. 20:1-3), and then, ultimately, confined to the fires of Gehenna in the Eternal State 
(Matt. 25:41). 


Thus, he is thoroughly destitute of all of the attributes of Divine Greatness and 
Perfection, lacking Self-Existence, Eternality (again, as a member of the angelic class, 
he was created; cf. Ps. 148:2, 5; Col. 1:16), Omniscience, Omnipotence, 
Omnipresence, Infinity, and Immutability (Ezek. 28:15). He is also, as is quite evident, 
destitute of any degree of moral perfection (John 8:44). 


It should be further observed that as a creature, he is ultimately accountable unto his 
Creator, and finally subject to His judgment (Matt. 25:41). 


Phil. 2:9-11: “For this reason also, God highly exalted Him, and bestowed on Him 
the name which is above every name, so that at the name of Jesus EVERY KNEE 
WILL BOW, of those who are in heaven and on earth and under the earth, and 
that every tongue will confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the 
Father.” 
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B. Describe Satan’s origin, career and destiny. Use 
Scripture. 


With regard to Satan’s origins, as indicated above, as a member of the angelic class, he 
was created (cf. Ps. 148:2, 5; Col. 1:16) with the rest of his kind on an unspecified time, 
which is perhaps implicitly inferred to be upon the First Day of Creation (Gen. 1:1), 
when the temporal Universe and both Heaven and Earth had their beginnings. Angelic 
spirits are pictured as being present at Earth’s foundation in Job 38:4-7: 


Where were you when I laid the foundation of the earth? Tell Me, if you have 
understanding, Who set its measurements? Since you know. Or who stretched the 
line on it? On what were its bases sunk? Or who laid its cornerstone, when the 
morning stars sang together and all the sons of God shouted for joy? 


Satan’s fall, therefore, is assumed by some to have taken place during some indefinite 
period of time between the Sixth Day of Creation (when everything was still “very good;” 
cf. Gen. 1:31), and the Temptation and Fall of Adam in Gen. 3. It should be candidly 
acknowledged, however, with regard to the precise chronology of Satan’s creation and 
fall, with especial regard to its relationship to that of the physical Universe, that the 
above references are not uncontested points amongst conservative commentators. 


With regard to his original, pre-fallen state and condition, information comes to us 
through the witness of Ezekiel, chapter 28, where he is the apparent focus of reference 
as the behind-the-scenes motivator behind the human prince of Tyre: 


Ezek, 28:12-14: "Son of man, take up a lamentation over the king of Tyre and say to 
him, ‘Thus says the Lord GOD, "You had the seal of perfection, Full of wisdom and 
perfect in beauty. You were in Eden, the garden of God; Every precious stone was 
your covering: the ruby, the topaz and the diamond; the beryl, the onyx and the 
jasper; the lapis lazuli, the turquoise and the emerald; and the gold, the workmanship 
of your settings and sockets, was in you. On the day that you were created they were 
prepared. You were the anointed cherub who covers, and I placed you there. You 
were on the holy mountain of God; you walked in the midst of the stones of fire.” 


This passage stands as indicative of the original beauty, wisdom, and perfection, as well 
as the exalted position, of this “anointed cherub.” Yet, we are further told that this state 
did not last: 


Ezek. 28:15: "You were blameless in your ways From the day you were created Until 
unrighteousness was found in you.” 


Thus, iniquity found its origin, soontaneously generated within the heart of a free moral 
agent, who was both untested and unconfirmed in holiness. The basis of this first sin 
was Pride. 
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Ezek. 28:17 "Your heart was lifted up because of your beauty; You corrupted your 
wisdom by reason of your splendor. 


Isa. 14:12-14: "How you have fallen from heaven, O star of the morning, son of the 
dawn! You have been cut down to the earth, you who have weakened the nations! "But 
you said in your heart, ‘I will ascend to heaven; I will raise my throne above the stars 
of God, and I will sit on the mount of assembly in the recesses of the north. I will 
ascend above the heights of the clouds; I will make myself like the Most High.’ 


1 Tim. 3:6 [with regard to the qualifications for church elders]: "..and not a new 
convert, so that he will not become conceited and fall into the condemnation incurred 
by the devil." 


The five “I wills” of Lucifer are indicative of the awesome and extravagant nature of this 
pride. “/ will make myself like the Most High [Elyon].” The name Elyon emphasizes 
God’s sovereignty and strength; thus, Lucifer sought to usurp the position and 
prerogatives of Deity (cf. the terms of his later temptation of Eve, in Gen. 3:5: “... you will 
be like God, knowing good and evil.”), and to receive those honors that are uniquely due 
unto Deity (cf. his temptation of our Lord in Matt. 4:9: "All these things | will give You, if 
You fall down and worship me."). Needless to say, this sin arising in High Places, from 
one who had been endowed with such great beauty, wisdom, and honor, has had 
cosmic implications, arising from the consequent Fall of Man, which proved to be the 
progressive and ultimate outward expression of the Devil’s hatred and envy of his 
Creator. We might further observe, as we consider the vast consequences of Satan’s 
rebellion, that additional fruit of this proud spirit’s revolt also involved the subsequent 
temptation and ruin of apparently 1/3 of the Heavenly Host (Rev. 12:4). 


Through the Fall, Man lost his original dominion (Gen. 1:28), and Satan, in becoming 
Natural and Unregenerate Man’s master (John 8:44), and therefore the “god” of this 
present evil age (2 Cor. 4:4), usurped, in the de facto sense, that which was never his 
by right. Through His Passion, however, our Lord has removed the sting of Death (I Cor. 
15:55-56) and has effectively disarmed the Devil of his greatest weapon against us: 


Col. 2:13-15: When you were dead in your transgressions and the uncircumcision 
of your flesh, He made you alive together with Him, having forgiven us all our 
transgressions, having canceled out the certificate of debt consisting of decrees 
against us, which was hostile to us; and He has taken it out of the way, having 
nailed it to the cross. When He had disarmed the rulers and authorities, He made 
a public display of them, having triumphed over them through Him. 


Furthermore, Christ, the true and perfect Man, has earned the right to take back this 
aforementioned dominion (kept in Heaven, and represented by the Seven Sealed Book 
of Revelation; cf. Dan. 7:13-14), of which He alone is worthy (cf. Heb. 2:6-8): 
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Rev. 5:9: And they sang a new song, saying, "Worthy are You to take the book and 
to break its seals; for You were slain, and purchased for God with Your blood 
{men} from every tribe and tongue and people and nation. 


| John 3:8 tells us that “The Son of God appeared for this purpose, to destroy the works 
of the devil.” Our Lord, as indicated above, has rendered Him a defeated foe, through 
His finished work at Calvary. 


Heb. 2:14: “Therefore, since the children share in flesh and blood, He Himself 
likewise also partook of the same, that through death He might render powerless 
him who had the power of death, that is, the devil..." 


Thus, the disarming of the authorities is not simply a matter of a Divine display of sheer 
physical power, but rather, a matter of God in Christ decisively defeating Satan and his 
minions through a Self-glorifying display (John 17:4-5) of His spiritual, moral, and ethical 
power and superiority. Hence, whilst some may see antimony in God suffering the 
Devil’s continued existence and not simply disposing of Him ages ago, the fact of the 
matter is that God has His own sovereign purposes and methods in mind, which can 
only and ultimately bring greater glory unto His Name. 


With regard to Satan’s present state and activities, though an ultimately defeated—but 
nonetheless, very dangerous—foe, he continues to walk to and fro about the face of the 
Earth (Job 1:7, 2:2), seeking to destroy and devour (1 Pet. 5:8). On this earth, he 
continues his work of corrupting the nations (John 12:31, Rev. 20:3), controlling the 
hearts and minds of the unsaved (1 John 5:19), persecuting (Rev. 2:10) and tempting 
God’s People (e.g., | Cor. 7:5), and attempting to derail God’s Program for the Nation of 
Israel (Rev. 12:13-17). He also presently enjoys access to the Heavenlies (Job 1:6, 
Eph. 6:12), where he continually accuses and slanders the Christian name (Rev. 12:10). 


Though enormously successful, in certain respects, it must be finally observed that his 
career, since the inception of his initial rebellion, has long been on a progressive 
downward spiral, leading to ultimate devastation and total ruin. The distinct and formal 
stages of this downfall can be enumerated as follows: 


1. His initial fall from his original, exalted position, when iniquity and pride self- 
generated from within his heart (Ezek. 28:15-19, Isa. 14:12-14). 


2. His ultimate downfall through the work of Christ was proclaimed in Eden, 
subsequent to the Fall of Man, in the Protevangelium (Gen. 3:15; cf. Rom. 
16:20). 


3. Through the Cross, Christ broke the power of Death which Satan wielded over 
people (Heb. 2:14), rendering him defenseless with regard to the believer's 
destiny. 


4. During the middle of Tribulation Week, he will be cast down to Earth by Michael 
and the heavenly hosts, barring his access to the Heavenlies (Rev. 12:7-12). 
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5. Following the glorious Second Coming of our Lord to take possession of His 
Millennial Kingdom, Satan will be bound and confined to the Abyss for 1,000 
years (Rev. 20:1-3). 


6. Following his brief release, in which he will follow his familiar pattern of causing 
men to form a fellowship of evil, thereby inciting the nations unto the great global 
rebellion of Rev. 20:7-9, he will be cast into the Lake of Fire, where he will be 
tormented forever and ever and ever (Rev. 20:10), meeting his final and utterly 
appalling destiny. 


Ezek. 28:19: "All who know you among the peoples are appalled at you; you 
have become terrified and you will cease to be forever." 
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XI. THE SECOND COMING. 


A. Describe the different millennial and tribulational views. 
State and defend your views from Scripture. 


There are several differing millennial scenarios which characterize conflicting views 
amongst evangelicals concerning the eschatological future. We shall address these 
various viewpoints below, focusing upon the major opinions which are held by those 
profess to take the Bible seriously, with reference to this matter. In this regard, while it 
could be stated that classic theological liberals—who, by definition, are married to the 
evolutionary myth of progress—are often seen as generally postmillennial in outlook, 
our focus will be, rather, upon the conservative evangelical expression of such a system 
(i.e., upon those who affirm such a belief because they believe that this is what the Bible 
teaches, concerning the eschatological acts of God). Liberal postmillennialists, of 
course, form their beliefs not upon any professed serious interpretation of authoritative 
biblical revelation, but upon their humanistic faith in the power of man, and in their 
essentially pantheistic views of divine immanence. 


Postmillennialism. 


Postmillennial belief is often expressed, in accordance with the classic definition of 
Boettner, as “that view of the last things which holds that the Kingdom of God is now 
being extended in the world through the preaching of the Gospel and the saving work of 
the Holy Spirit in the hearts of individuals, that the world eventually is to be 
Christianized, and that the return of Christ is to occur at the close of a long period of 
righteousness and peace commonly called the ‘Millennium.”” Following the return of 
Christ is a general resurrection and judgment, followed by the Eternal State. 


Traditional Postmillennialists thus speak of a time in the latter part of the Church Age 
when the Church militant, ablaze with the fire of the Holy Ghost—who shall also prepare 
the hearts of the nations for mass conversion—shall advance the cause of the Great 
Commission throughout the world. The effects of this essential international 
Christianization of the planet will be seen in the global triumph of good over evil, and the 
establishment of a universal and benign era of peace and enlightenment, called the 
Millennium, in which evil’s influence will be greatly abated and reduced. 


Such a belief, of course, is inherently optimistic with reference to the progress of 
evangelism and the general public acceptance of the Christian worldview and ethic, 
which supposedly will result in the establishment of a general Christian culture and 
biblically-based global civilization. It is therefore understandable, perhaps, that a high- 
water mark of this system of thought was during the 19" and early 20" Centuries, when 
it seemed that all possibilities lay before us, with the ground-breaking establishment of 
new global missions within modern western colonial territories, and the seeming general 
improvement in the lot of the human condition wrought by the technological advances of 
the Industrial Revolution. It must be admitted that Christians of every age are bending 
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reeds and children of their time, and that the general ethos of the time was one 
characterized by a contagious and naive public optimism. Ultimately, such factors as 
Two World Wars (in which man’s technology would be used horrifically against him), the 
development of the Atom Bomb and the rise of the Cold War, the progress of 
nightmarish modern political ideologies and “isms,” the rise of nationalism and an 
attendant anti-missionary backlash within former colonial territories, and such modern 
outrages the Holocaust all served to severely dampen the presumptuous optimism of 
the prior generation. Nonetheless, in recent years postmillennialism has made 
somewhat of a comeback with the rise of the modern Theonomist thinkers (e.g., 
Bahnsen, Rushdoony, North, et a/), who believe that it is the Church’s divinely ordained 
mandate and responsibility to seize dominion upon the earth through its conquering 
influence upon all manner of arts and sciences, and ultimately, to assert international 
political and legal authority by means of establishing evangelical control over world 
governments. Bahnsen, for example, believes, based upon his understanding of Matt. 
5:17-18, that the Mosaic Code is universally applicable and that its guidelines (including 
the imposition of the death penalty for such crimes as witchcraft, heresy, severe 
disobedience amongst children, homosexuality, etc.) should be strictly and continually 
enforced by all nations (despite the biblical testimony and example of Dan. 2:24: “Do not 
destroy the wise men of Babylon!”). Such Genevan-style theocracies, it is anticipated, 
would greatly aid in reducing wickedness to comparatively negligible proportions and 
greatly improve the common lot of Man, ushering in a golden age of peace, common 
prosperity, humanitarianism, moral restraint, and biblically based universal ethics. 


Even now, Postmillennialists see signs that our world is improving, in such things as the 
improvement of modern social conditions (e.g., slavery is vastly decreasing, the 
international treatment of women is improving, etc.), the enormous expansion of Gospel 
preaching and evangelism via modern communications, as well as through the wealth 
and influence of the contemporary Christian Church. Yet another cause for optimism is 
found in the fact that the Bible has never been more widely distributed, universally 
translated, and broadly available than in the present. All of these signs, as well as 
others, give the modern Postmillennialist hope that the Golden Age is approaching. 


While rejoicing in the acknowledgment of the obvious general verity of the above 
positive tendencies, it should also be noted, in passing, that these particulars are also 
just as obviously found to be occurring within the context of a steadily putrefying 
civilization which has, with no small degree of justice, been denominated “Post- 
Christian” with regard to its basic and essential character. How does the current and 
continuous dramatic decline in common and popular standards of morality, for example, 
relate to Postmillennialist optimism? And how do the continuously rising levels of 
hostility expressed by the national and international cultural elites (i.e., the political, 
social, economic, literary, artistic, educational, and scientific establishments, etc.) with 
reference to the basic presuppositions associated with the Christian world and life view, 
point to a coming latter-day Christian Renaissance? And how does any of this relate, 
Scripturally, to the general character of these last days (2 Tim. 3:1-5), which shall 
ultimately culminate in the reign of a great and final horrific expression of the lingering 
spirit of Antichrist (1 John 2:18, 4:3), whose darkness shall ultimately envelope the 
entire world (Rev. ch. 13)? 
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Scripturally, Postmillennialists point to various texts such as Psalm 2:8, Isa. 2:2-4, and 
Micah 4:1-4, which speak of the coming rule of God upon the Earth, which they interpret 
as an earthly Millennial Golden Age which shall precede the Second Coming of Christ, 
when He shall then inaugurate the Eternal State. These same texts, of course, are 
regarded by Premillennialists as those which point to a coming thousand year Kingdom 
after the return of Christ and prior to the establishment of the Eternal State. 


Furthermore, it is argued by Postmillennialists that in that it is God’s will for all men to be 
saved (I Tim. 2:4, Il Pet. 3:9), and in that the Gospel is indeed, as Rom. 1:16 testifies, 
“the power of God for salvation,” then it is unthinkable that the Church could “fail” in the 
fulfillment of its Great Commission, if it is genuinely earnest about it. On that basis, it is 
further argued that we are therefore to act and pray as though present global 
Christianization were very much within the will and plan of God, with the full expectation 
that these things shal/ occur. Not to affirm these things, it is insisted, is to doubt the 
power of God. 


Postmillennialists also find Scriptural support for their philosophy of present-day 
optimism in the fact that the Bible speaks of great numbers amongst the Redeemed of 
many nations (e.g., Rev. 7:9-10). 


In response, let us observe that while God can, if and when He so chooses, quicken the 
dead (John 3:8), there is greater complexity regarding the elective purposes of God with 
regard to human salvation than the above-stated Postmillennialist affirmations would 
seem to allow for. 


Rom. 9:18: "So then He has mercy on whom He desires, and He hardens whom He 
desires." 


Rom. 9:21-23: “Or does not the potter have a right over the clay, to make from the 
same lump one vessel for honorable use and another for common use? What if God, 
although willing to demonstrate His wrath and to make His power known, endured 
with much patience vessels of wrath prepared for destruction? And He did so to 
make known the riches of His glory upon vessels of mercy, which He prepared 
beforehand for glory..." 


Prov. 16:4 The LORD has made everything for its own purpose, even the wicked for 
the day of evil. 


We would further observe that while it is certainly within the power of God to send 
revival wherever and whenever he so chooses, it nonetheless would seem consistent 
with our general observations that the truth associated with the basic anthropological 
affirmations of the Bible is always and everywhere both present and self-evident (Gen. 
6:5, Rom. 3:10-18). Thus: 


Matt. 7:13-14: "Enter through the narrow gate; for the gate is wide and the way is 
broad that leads to destruction, and there are many who enter through it. For the 
gate is small and the way is narrow that leads to life, and there are few who find it.” 
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Further, we observe in accordance with the prophetic interpretation of Rev. 2-3, in which 
the Seven Churches of Asia are viewed as being typical of seven church ages, that our 
Age, the final era, is not the Philadelphian Age (which, as we observed, was 
historically—and perhaps, on the human level, understandably—the hey-day of 
Postmillennialism), but rather, the outwardly wealthy but spiritually impoverished 
Laodicean Era. In such a light, the wealth, power, and prestige of the of the pampered 
evangelical community in the Modern West is somewhat less than impressive— 
especially given the sad decline within the modern evangelical church in spiritual 
matters, such as those relating to doctrinal sobriety and the pursuit of personal holiness. 


Like Amillennialists, Postmillennialists would also point to Scriptures that seemingly 
point to the concept of a General Resurrection and a single, simultaneous Universal 
Judgment of both the saved and the damned (as opposed to the Premillennial scenario 
which of course involves chronologically separated events). Such Scriptures would 
include John 5:28-29, Matt. 16:27, and Matt. 25:31-46. Of course, we do not hesitate to 
observe, at this point, that Postmillennialists have ignored the complexity of the biblical 
data, and failed to compare Scripture with Scripture. In point of fact, none of these texts 
serve to overthrow the Premillennialist scheme of multiple resurrections and judgments 
(as is elaborated and further outlined in this paper in Subsection XII. B.), but rather, 
simply involve the biblical authors engaging in the common and perfectly legitimate 
literary device of summarization and encapsulization—even as Isa. 61:1-3 prophetically 
encapsulizes the both the First and Second Comings of Christ into one passage (which 
could, as with the above texts, be similarly misapprehended by the incautious and 
unstudied interpreter as constituting one event). 


It might be finally observed that Postmillennialists, like Amillennialists, do not believe 
that the Millennium is a literal one thousand years in length. Indeed, their authorities tell 
us that this Utopia of indeterminate length may even chronologically exceed one 
thousand years. We shall take up this matter in length as we further discuss the 
contrasting hermeneutics of Premillennialism vs. those of Amillennialism. 


Postmillennialist divines willfully choose to ignore the biblical order of Rev. 19:11-20:6, 
which makes it abundantly clear that the returning Christ is the One who personally and 
directly establishes the Kingdom, as opposed to the delegated agency of the Church. 
Such scholars also choose to ignore the data concerning the miraculous and 
supernatural character of the Millennium’s blessings (e.g., Isa. 11:6-8, 35:5-6, 65:20, 
Zech. 14:10), which, of course, argues for the direct Presence of Christ, as opposed to 
some Golden Age brought about by Men. 


Postmillennialism is a system that (especially in its modern Theonomist form) would 
ultimately distract the Church from its true priority, which is the fulfillment of the specific 
demands of the Great Commission (Matt. 28:19-20), which does not entail a political 
scheme or social agenda. Furthermore, although it doesn’t profess to know exactly 
when our Lord will return, the perspective nonetheless robs us of the dynamic of 
immanency (Acts 1:6-7). We may well ask, “How long will it take to evangelize the 
world, and establish the Postmillennialists’ long, theocratic Golden Age?” 
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Amillennialism. 


The prefix a- negates that which follows, and therefore, with regard to the term 
Amillennialism, it teaches us that this Eschatological Scenario is one which denies the 
existence of a literal, 1,000 year Kingdom Age or an earthly reign of Christ prior to the 
Final State. Rather, the adherents of this viewpoint interpret these biblical references 
spiritually or allegorically, and regard them as being presently realized and fulfilled 
within the life of the Church here, upon the Earth, and/or in Heaven. On that basis, 
certain Amillennialists, following Jay Adams, perhaps with some justification, prefer the 
designation Realized Millennialism—although the fact remains that this position, in 
contrast to Postmillennialism and Premillennialism, allows for no earthly Kingdom prior 
to the Eternal State. 


As alluded to above, some Amillennialists, following Augustine, see the “millennium” as 
realized upon the Earth through the Christian Church, the “new Israel,” in which is 
realized the covenant promises of the Old Testament. A more contemporary alternative, 
suggested by Warfield and others, is that the present reign of saints in Heaven now 
constitutes the “millennium.” 


The Amillennialist Scenario sees the progressive and parallel development of both good 
and evil during this age, with a marked increase in wickedness just prior to the Second 
Coming. Christ shall then return, rescuing His people from the rule of Antichrist (or an 
Antichrist culture and world system), followed by a General Resurrection and universal 
Judgment of both the living and the dead, and the immediate establishment of the 
Eternal State. 


Certain supposed advantages of the Amillennialist System include the following: 


1. Simplicity. The Amillennialist View avoids such complications and difficulties as 
multiple resurrections and multiple judgments; a secret Rapture, distinct from the 
Second Coming; the presence of glorified saints and people in mortal bodies co- 
existing, side-by-side, during a “carnal” Millennium; the complicated and seemingly 
pointless extravagance of an earthly Kingdom, in which men revert to Temple worship 
and animal sacrifices; the marking of distinctions between Israel and the Church; and 
the binding, then releasing, then ultimate judgment of Satan. In opposition to all of 
these Premillennialist complications, Amillennialism offers men a much simpler 
alternative: Christ returns to Earth, resurrects and judges all men, and inaugurates the 
Eternal State. Plain and simple—and not only that, it also manages to avoid the 
absurd optimism and problematic theocratic notions associated with 
Postmillennialism. 


2. Historical Pedigree. Since the time of Augustine, it is argued that Amillennialism has 
essentially been, until the suspiciously late arrival of Darbyism in fairly recent times, 
the historic view of the Church—except for among certain millenarian fanatics like 
some of the Anabaptist groups during the Reformation. The more doctrinally sober 
amongst the Reformers continued to essentially uphold the church's historic 
Augustinian position. 
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Response to the above: While it is undeniable that the Amillennialist Scenario is 
simpler, and perhaps to large measure conforms unto the general public’s popular 
eschatological expectations, none of these advantages can serve to remove or 
dissipate the system’s major and lingering compelling disadvantage and weakness: 
namely, it simply is not what the Bible teaches! With regard to the history of the 
matter, it should also be observed that those who were chronologically closest to the 
Apostles, the early church Fathers—until Origen began popularizing his allegorical 
approach—universally approached the matter from what we would deem an 
essentially Premillennialist viewpoint. 


As with Postmillennialism, Amillennialism fails to apprehend the literary device of 
summarization and encapsulization as it pertains unto eschatological events. Thus, the 
variety of eschatological events alluded to within II Peter 3:3-13 are all lumped together 
as essentially a single and unified, simply and immediately fulfilled “Day of the Lord.” 


Furthermore, this system also robs us of the doctrine of immanency (Matt. 24:36), in 
that it offers us a post-Tribulation Rapture. Prophetically, the Rapture is the first of 
eschatological events on the agenda, as Paul specifies (I Thess. 4:16-17). The Church 
will plainly be raptured before the revelation of the final eschatological expression of 
Antichrist (Il Thess. 2:6-10), and prior to the wrath of the Day of the Lord (II Thess. 5:9), 
a Day, which, unlike the mystery of the Rapture, is spoken of frequently of in OT (e.g., 
Isa. 2:2, 11-12). 


The Amillennialist Scenario is ultimately based upon an unacceptable hermeneutic of 
extreme allegorization, with regard to the OT hope of an earthly and idealized Israelite 
Kingdom (Isa. 2:1-4; Zech. 14:16-21, etc.), as well as an unacceptable disregard for the 
plain meaning of the words in Rev. 20. No less than six times, for example, the precise 
and literal length of the Millennial Kingdom is referred to in Rev. 20:1-7. Such an 
extreme allegorizing would otherwise prove unacceptable to most of the evangelical 
advocates of Amillennialism, with regard to other doctrines of the faith. If, indeed, such 
great masses of Scriptural evidence describing the intricate details of life during the 
Millennial Kingdom (e.g., Ezek. chs. 40-48) can be casually spiritualized and swept 
away with such apparent ease, then this must raise within our minds a profound 
question as to whether any doctrine of the Bible can be literally understood or finally 
interpreted. 


Premillennialism. 


As the name indicates, Premillennialists affirm that Christ will appear prior to—and then 
establish—a literal thousand year Millennial Kingdom Age, centered in Jerusalem, 
which is distinct and prior to the Eternal State, in which all things shall be finally 
consummated and a New Heaven and a New Earth shall come into existence (Rev. 21- 
22). Various Premillennialists disagree, however, on various other matters. 


1. So-called “Historic” Premillennialism. 


Unlike Dispensational Premillennialism, advocates (prominently, George Ladd) of this 
view do not consistently differentiate between the Church and Israel, and often employ 
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a “spiritual” hermeneutic not unlike that of the Amillennialists. The Church, thus, is often 
regarded as “spiritual Israel.” Evidence for this point of view is found in such passages 
as Hosea 1:9-10 & 2:23, which, in context, are applied unto the nation of Israel. Yet, 
Rom. 9:25-26 makes them applicable unto the Church. 


In opposition to Amillennialism, however, this view does see—however vaguely it 
seems to be expressed—some sort of future for national Israel and a millennial 
expression of the Kingdom—although in a certain sense, in agreement with 
Amillennialism, our Lord’s Kingdom is also now, as well as not yet, with its present 
expression found in Christ's Heavenly Reign. 


In distinction from both Dispensational Premillennialism and Amillennialism, this view 
also entertains the idea of a single resurrection for all believers, Old and New 
Testament, at the Return of Christ, and a resurrection for the unsaved at the end of the 
Millennium. 


2. Dispensational Premillennialism. 


The correct and biblical view is often referred to as Dispensational Premillennialism, 
which recognizes the Second Advent of our Lord following the seven year Great 
Tribulation Period (Rev. 19:11-21), followed by His glorious and literal 1,000 year 
earthly Kingdom (Rev. 20:2-3), which will be established at Jerusalem (Isa. 2:2-3, Zech. 
8:3, 14:17). He will rule over all of the nations from the Throne of His father David (Dan. 
7:14), as He has been Promised (II Sam. 7:16, Ilsa. 9:6-7, Luke 1:32-33); and the cult of 
the Temple with the literal establishment of a Zadokian Priesthood will be revived (for 
memorialistic purposes, in remembrance of the efficacious nature and finality of His 
Passion; Ezek. 40-48). This thousand year Kingdom, during which time Satan will be 
bound (Rev. 20:1-3), shall be a paradisiacal time (Isa. 11:6-8) of Peace (Mic. 4:2-4, Isa. 
2:4, 19:23-25, 32:17-18), Prosperity (Isa. 35:1-7, Amos 9:13-14), Joy (Isa. 65:19), 
Holiness (Isa. 2:3, 11:9), and Longevity (Isa. 65:20), with righteous government (Isa. 
11:3-5, 32:1), in which such infractions as there are will be dealt with instantly and justly 
(Zech. 14:17-19). The occupants of this Kingdom include the glorified saints of the 
Church Age (raised at the Rapture, prior to Tribulation; | Thess. 4:15-17) as well as OT 
saints (raised at the end of Tribulation, with the Second Coming of Christ; Dan. 12:1-3). 
These aforementioned governmental authorities (Rev. 20:6) will have as their subjects 
the believing Jewish and Gentile survivors of the Great Tribulation, who will survive both 
Armageddon and the Judgment of the Sheep and the Goats (Matt. 25:31-46). These will 
enter the Kingdom Age in mortal bodies and thus, procreate. The Age will conclude with 
a final rebellion amongst the unregenerate children of the survivors of Armageddon, 
who will be directed by an unbound and unleashed Satan, who, once again, will deceive 
the nations (Rev 20:7-9). Following the destruction of the rebels, the unsaved dead will 
be raised for final judgment at the Great White Throne (Rev. 20:5, 10-15), and cast 
forever into the Lake of Fire—that eternal Hell which has been prepared for the Devil 
and his angels (Matt. 25:41). The Millennial Kingdom will then give way, or transform, 
into the final and perfected Eternal State (II Pet. 3:10, Rev. 21-22), from which sin and 
death have been forever banished (Rev. 21:4, 27; 22:15), and the last vestiges of the 
Curse stripped away (Rev. 21:5; 22:2-3). There will be no longer a need of the sun and 
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the moon, “for the glory of God has illumined it, and its lamp is the Lamb,” nor of a 
Temple (Rev. 21:22-25; 22:5), for we shall enjoy perfect communion with Him forever 
and ever (Rev. 21:3; 22:3-4). 


In reference to what we have previously spoken concerning the weaknesses of 
Amillennialism, the Premillennialist scheme of interpretation recognizes that the 
adoption of a literal, or normal hermeneutic is essential for the interpretation of 
prophecy. Otherwise, we become lost within a morass of subjectivism and uncertainty. 
As the above references indicate, there is more than enough Scripture for us to deal 
with which points to a literal, latter-day earthly Messianic Kingdom. The spiritualization 
of all of these texts, and innumerable others, is a flatly outrageous practice that treats 
the Scripture with violence. Are we to assume that all of the above precise details are 
mere poetic extravagances describing the Eternal State, including Ezekiel’s detailed 
and vivid descriptions of the Millennial Temple? It should be remembered, of course, 
that the contrasting Eternal State, as indicated in Rev. 21:22, has no Temple. How do 
we explain a Messianic Golden Age in which Death and sin are still present (Isa. 65:20, 
Zech. 14:17-19), in contrast to the Eternal State (Rev. 21:4), in which they have been 
utterly destroyed, apart from the Millennium? 


A key to understanding the inevitable logic of Dispensational Premillennialism is also to 
appreciate the fact that only this particular system of eschatological interpretation 
demonstrates proper regard with reference to upholding the character and reputation of 
God through intelligently defending His reputation as a Covenant-Keeper. Only through 
acknowledging the real distinction between God’s dealings with, and program for, the 
chosen nation of Israel, on the one hand, and the Church, on the other, can we see the 
proper fulfillment of the unconditional covenant promises of God unto both Abraham 
and David. 


In the Abrahamic Covenant (Gen. 12:2-3, 7; 13:14-17; 15:18-21; 17:7-8; 24:7), God 
made a series of everlasting and unconditional promises unto His friend Abraham and 
his descendants—including the giving of a specific geographic parcel of land as their 
inheritance (15:18-21). This unconditional (as is clear from the nature of the ratification 
ceremony of Gen. 15:9-17) promise—which was not geographically fulfilled, either 
completely or lastingly, in either the days of Joshua or of Solomon—awaits certain, 
earthly fulfillment. It is interesting to note that Amillennialist divines can hardly seem to 
agree even amongst themselves as to whether or not the Abrahamic Promises are 7.) 
fulfilled in the days of Joshua (Josh. 21:43-45) or Solomon (I Kings 4:21); 2.) fulfilled in 
the Christian Church; or 3.) conditional in nature, and thus, require no fulfillment 
whatsoever. 


Furthermore, the Davidic Covenant of II Sam. 7:12-16 also requires fulfillment; the 
Davidic Throne is promised that it would be established forever. The Kingdom is not 
realized in the Church, as the following verses should make clear: 


Acts 1:6-8: So when they had come together, they were asking Him, saying, "Lord, 
is it at this time You are restoring the kingdom to Israel?" He said to them, "It is 
not for you to know times or epochs which the Father has fixed by His own 
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authority; but you will receive power when the Holy Spirit has come upon you; and 
you shall be My witnesses both in Jerusalem, and in all Judea and Samaria, and 
even to the remotest part of the earth." 


Clearly, the Church is not represented as being offered as constituting some new form 
of the Davidic Kingdom. The Messianic Kingdom which the Hebrew People rejected at 
the time of our Lord’s First Advent is His by right (Rev. 5:9-10) and by Promise (Psalm 
2:8, Luke 1:32-33, Rev. 11:15). The earthly establishment of the Davidic Throne is 
important, for it represents the ultimate triumph of Messiah within the same setting and 
venue as His apparent “defeat” at the hands of the earthly powers (I Cor. 2:8). 


Far from being a pointless complication, then, the Millennium is rich in both meaning 
and relevance with regard to: 1.) upholding the honor of God with reference to His 
promises and dealings with the Hebrew People; 2.) establishing and vindicating the 
Messianic Reign of Christ; 3.) the revelation of the Church’s priority in the Resurrection 
and its Future Reign (I Thess. 4:16-17, Rev. 5:10); and 4.) the long-awaited 
rejuvenation of the Earth (Rom. 8:19-23). The Millennium will also demonstrate, once- 
and-for-all, through the rebellious unregenerate children of this Age, that Man’s sin 
problem requires a balm considerably more compelling than the establishment of a 
perfect outward, physical environment (Rev. 20:7-9). This, of course, serves as the 
ultimate vindication of Biblical Anthropology over the Humanistic errors and 
presuppositions lying dormant within the social engineering strategies and rehabilitation 
methods currently advocated by Modern Man. 


The Rapture Question. 


The Bible teaches the Universal and Pretribulation Rapture of the Church, meaning 
that the Church—that is, the entire (including the living and the dead) distinct body of 
regenerate and Spirit-indwelt, Spirit-baptized believers that had its beginnings at 
Pentecost (Acts 2:1-3), consisting of both believing Jews and Gentiles in our Lord Jesus 
Christ (Eph. 2:11-16)—will be caught-up to meet the Lord in the air prior to the 
beginning of the seven-year Great Tribulation Period (Daniel’s 70" Week; cf. Dan. 9:24- 
27) upon the Earth. Having been changed, or transformed (| Cor. 15:51-52), they will 
then return to the realm of Earth with Him at the end of the Tribulation, upon the 
occasion generally denoted as His Second Coming, when He shall claim the Throne of 
David and establish the Millennial Messianic Kingdom. 


1 Thess. 4:16-17: For the Lord Himself will descend from heaven with a shout, with 
the voice of the archangel and with the trumpet of God, and the dead in Christ will rise 
first. Then we who are alive and remain will be caught up together with them in the 
clouds to meet the Lord in the air, and so we shall always be with the Lord. 


Evidences for the Pretribulational character of this Rapture include the following: 


1. Believers are promised that they shall be kept from Divine Wrath (1 Thess. 1:10, 
5:9)—which is the essence of the Tribulation (Rev. 6:10, 16-17; 14:7). Rev. 3:10: 
“Because you have kept the word of My perseverance, | also will keep you from 
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the hour of testing, that hour which is about to come upon the whole world, to 
test those who dwell on the earth.” 


2. The silence of the Book of Revelation regarding the Church on earth from 
chapters 4-19 is most compelling. The word “church” appears 19 times in 
chapters 1-3 and once in chapter 22. By way of contrast, it does not even appear 
once in chapters 4-18, which deals with the Tribulation Era! Question: Where is 
the Church? Why is the earthly focus so thoroughly Judaic in character, with 
regards to God’s People (e.g., chs. 11 and 12)? Answer: The Church is not on 
the Earth at this juncture, but rather, in Heaven, as represented by the 24 Elders 
(4:4). Note that after the symbolic panorama of Church History is unveiled, 
through the representative device of the Seven Churches of Asia (Rev. chs. 2 
and 3), John is “raptured” (Rev. 4:1; cf. | Thess. 4:16-17) to Heaven as the post- 
Rapture events of the remainder of the Book are then unveiled. The Church then 
returns to Earth with Christ in chapter 19. Other than John’s aforementioned 
symbolic rapture of Rev. 4:1, we might observe that it is also fascinating that the 
rapture-concept is directly mentioned no where else in the entire Book. 


3. No prophetic event must precede the Rapture (I Thess. 4:16-17). The Church 
Age is a mystery that was not revealed as such in the OT (Eph. 3:5-6), and we 
are to live in a state of readiness and be on the alert (I Thess. 5:6). Interestingly, 
the Thessalonian Believers knew about the Day of Lord (v. 2) from OT revelation 
(Isa. 2:2, 11-12)—but had to be informed by Paul about the mystery of the 
Rapture (also cf. | Cor. 15:51-52), in chapter 4! Signs are given in passages 
such as Matt. 24 regarding the Second Coming—but strangely, none are given 
for the Rapture. Christians are not to look for signs (Acts 1:11), but rather, go 
about the task of the Great Commission, living in immanent expectancy of His 
arrival. James 5:8: “You too be patient; strengthen your hearts, for the coming of 
the Lord is near.” 


4. The Man of Sin, the Antichrist, will not be removed until after the Restrainer is 
removed (Il Thess. 2:7-8). The Spirit-indwelt Church is in view here. 


5. Certain people—the converts of the Tribulation era—will enter the Kingdom 
(Matt. 25:34) in mortal bodies, and procreate, resulting in the obviously earthly, 
mortal, and therefore sinful population of the Millennial Age (Isa. 65:20, Zech. 
14:17-19, Rev. 20:7-9). If the Rapture were to occur at the end of the Tribulation 
(Post-tribulation Rapturism), then where did these sinful, mortal people come 
from? Glorified saints do not bear children (Matt. 22:30). 


6. It should be understood that Tribulation is not only a time of judgment upon the 
world, but also the time of Jacob’s Trouble (Jer. 30:7), when God chastens Israel 
with the object of restoring her unto Himself (Isa. 4:3-4, Ezek. 36:24-32) and 
bringing her unto Messiah (Zech. 12:10). Though the Church will be spared this 
hour of Tribulation, Israel, clearly, will not (Dan. 9:24, Matt. chs. 24 and 25). 


All of the above, consequently, makes the previously alluded to Post-tribulation 
Rapture view obviously rather untenable. The main argument for such a position, as 
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near as the present writer can fathom, can only stand if we simply assume that the 
earthly saints of the Tribulation are, in fact, the Church. This perspective, however, as 
already indicated by the above argumentation, cannot successfully be demonstrated, 
and is in fact, an utter impossibility. 


The so-called Mid-tribulation Rapture viewpoint, despite its advancement by such 
distinguished and articulate advocates as Buswell and Archer, fares no better under the 
light of Scriptural analysis. According to this scenario, the Church will be raptured 
during the 3 1% year, or halfway point of the 70" Week of Daniel. This view rests upon 
the unsatisfactory pre-supposition that only the last half of Daniel’s 70° Week 
constitutes, in fact, Tribulation. Thus, its advocates insist that the view is essentially 
Pre-tribulational in nature, in that they see only the last half of the Tribulation involving 
the wrath of God that the Church is immune to. Also, in accordance with this 
perspective, the Last Trump of | Thess. 4:1 and | Cor. 15:15:52 is equated with the 
Seventh Trumpet of Rev. 11:15. 


In response, allow us to observe that the mid-week distinction in regard to Daniel’s 70" 
Week says nothing about the Rapture. The Scriptural distinction here, rather, focuses 
upon the Antichrist’s breaking of the covenant and his causing the sacrifices and grain 
offerings to cease and the abomination of the desolation (Dan. 9:27, 12:11), and his 
persecution of the Hebrew People (Rev. 12:6, 14). Secondly, the first half of Tribulation 
does involve the wrath of God, as Rev. 6:15-17 indicates, with regard to the opening of 
the Sixth Seal. 


As far as the assumption goes that the Last Trump of | Thess. 4:1 and | Cor. 15:15:52 
is to be equated with the Seventh Trumpet of Rev. 10:7 and 11:15, this is a hypothesis 
that is completely speculative in nature. 


Likewise, Rosenthal’s Pre-Wrath Rapture, which also envisions the Church making a 
partial journey through the 70'" Week of Daniel, is vitally deficient in its denial that the 
Seal Judgments of Rev. 6 represent the wrath of God, and that the Rapture Trumpet is 
to be equated with the First Trumpet of Rev. 8:7. Other problems with this view involve 
the Church being involved in Daniel’s 70" Week (thereby confusing the Jewish 
emphasis of the period), and a denial of immanency. 


Finally, we should observe that the legalistic Partial Rapture Theory (which, one 
cannot help but notice, generally seems to find advocacy by individuals, who, ina 
variety of other ways, often seem to be somewhat less than sober; e.g., J.A. Seiss, 
various Pentecostal circles, the Local Church Movement of Witness Lee, etc.) is without 
basis as well. In this view, only the “watching,” the “worthy,” those who “suffer,” or the 
“overcomers’” can expect deliverance from the Tribulation. Mature believers (sometimes 
tied unto Pentecostal notions concerning the Baptism of the Spirit) alone will enjoy the 
blessings of the Millennial inheritance and will participate in the First Resurrection. 
Persistently immature Christians, on the other hand, will forfeit these blessings and be 
resurrected following the Millennium. It should also be observed that these advocates 
contemplate and have fancifully isolated several different intervals (e.g., Rev. 7:9, 14; 
11:2; 12:5; 16:15) during the midst of Tribulation in which penitent individuals have the 
opportunity to be raptured. 
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With regard to this view, several points should be observed: 


Ts 


Often their “proof texts” involve unsaved individuals who, of course are not going 
to be raptured! Such examples would include the “evil servant” of Matt. 24:45-51, 
and the foolish (which, incidentally, refers to spiritual wickedness) virgins of Matt. 
25:1-13 (who had no “oil’—i.e., Holy Spirit—and thus, were not qualified to enter 
the Kingdom). 


. | Cor. 15:51-52, in direct and unmistakable terms, makes it clear that “all” of the 


Church—and not merely some super “spiritual” clique—will be raised. It should 
of course be observed that the particular church that was the first recipient of this 
promise was itself a community marked by spiritual immaturity. 


. While it is true that such passages as Rom. 8:16-17 (“The Spirit Himself testifies 


with our spirit that we are children of God, and if children, heirs also, heirs of 
God and fellow heirs with Christ, if indeed we suffer with Him so that we may 
also be glorified with Him.”) teach that one must be a sufferer in order to reign 
with Him (cf. Acts 14:22), it should be remembered that this is a basic 
characteristic of a true believer; all will indeed experience some degree of 
distress, to some extent (cf. | Pet. 4:13). 


. With regard to the “overcomers,” we should remind ourselves that a// saved 


people are overcomers (I John 5:4-5). 


. The message of the Rapture, according to Paul in | Thess. 4:18 and 5:9-11, is 


one which should inspire “comfort” amongst God’s People. The Rapture is not to 
be regarded as a reward crown, nor should it be conceived of as constituting 
some sort of threat. 


. lf we take Partial Rapturism to its logical conclusion, confessing that only the 


“worthy” shall be raptured, then none shall be raptured. The purpose of the 
Rapture is the removal of the sin nature; this view can only tend towards 
legalism and self-righteousness. Again, as we observed above, the wrath of God 
upon the World and the reinstatement of Israel are in view during the Tribulation, 
not the punishment and/or perfection of believers. 


. All true Christians form an organic Unity (Eph. 4:4-6), are joined in one Body (I 


Cor. 12:12), and have experienced the one Baptism of the Spirit (I Cor. 12:13). 
Shall we tear asunder the Bride, prior to her Marriage Feast (Rev. 19:7-9)? 


B. Discuss the differences between covenant theology and 
dispensational theology. 


Covenant Theology and Dispensational Theology are differing systems of Dogmatic 
interpretation, with regard to the basic workings of God throughout history, and the 
nature and framework of His dealings with Humanity. 
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Covenant Theology. 


Covenant Theology is often associated with Reformed circles—although this is by no 
means exclusively true. Nonetheless, the school does essentially trace its historic 
origins to the work of the important Swiss Reformers. 

Essentially, Covenant Theology sees the relationship between God and Man as 
governed by Covenants, or agreements. These two basic covenants are known as the 
Covenant of Grace and the Covenant of Works. 


With regard to the Covenant of Works, God entered into this Covenant with Adam, the 
Federal Head of the Human Race. Life was promised to Adam and his descendants on 
the condition of perfect personal obedience. On that basis, this is sometimes called the 
Covenant of Life, which was the reward for obedience. Although Scripture does not 
specifically refer to such a primordial covenant, the implied Scriptural basis for this 
concept is found in Gen. 2:16-17, in which the terms of life and death are clearly laid 
out. The wages of disobedience, of course, was death (v. 17). 


With Adam’s Fall, God mercifully made a second covenant with the elect, the Covenant 
of Grace, in which life and salvation are offered unto Humanity on the basis of Faith in 
the atoning work of Christ. This covenant is gracious, particular (unto the elect), eternal 
and unbreakable, and is the same though every dispensation (though it was 
administered differently under the Law, through shadows and types). The ubiquitous, 
general phraseology “so you will be My people, and | will be your God” is seen as 
Scriptural support for this perspective (cf., Gen. 17:7; Jer. 31:33; Ezek. 34:23, 36:28; Il 
Cor. 6:16-18; Heb. 8:10). Hence, it is emphasized in this system that there is one 
People of God. 


Covenant theologians also sometimes speak of a Covenant of Redemption, which is, 
along with the Covenant of Grace, a different aspect of a common covenant of Divine 
mercy. This covenant relates unto inter-Trinitarian relations, in which God the Father 
and God the Son covenanted together in eternity past with regard to matter of human 
redemption. The Son assumed the commission to become the Savior of the world, and 
would give His life for many. Scripturally, of course, our redemption is an accordance 
with an eternal plan (Eph. 1:3-14), and Christ does indeed speak of His ministry in terms 
of a Commission (John 5:30). 


On the positive side of the ledger, Covenant theologians have properly emphasized the 
centrality of Divine grace in the matter of human salvation (Eph. 2:8-9), from age to age. 
Furthermore, Covenant theologians are correct in asserting that the basis of salvation, 
in every dispensation, has been the same: namely, the shed blood of Jesus Christ, to 
whom our sins were imputed, and whose righteousness has been imputed unto us. OT 
saints were, of course, saved on a type of credit, looking towards the final atonement for 
their redemption. 


Rom. 3:25: "...whom God displayed publicly as a propitiation in His blood through 
faith. This was to demonstrate His righteousness, because in the forbearance of 
God He passed over the sins previously committed..." 
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Heb. 10:1-4: “For the Law, since it has only a shadow of the good things to come 
and not the very form of things, can never, by the same sacrifices which they 
offer continually year by year, make perfect those who draw near. Otherwise, 
would they not have ceased to be offered, because the worshipers, having once 
been cleansed, would no longer have had consciousness of sins? But in those 
sacrifices there is a reminder of sins year by year. For it is impossible for the 
blood of bulls and goats to take away sins.” 


Certainly, these truths must always be carefully observed and acknowledged, especially 
in light of the fact that certain Dispensational theologians have occasionally lapsed into 
carelessly teaching that there were different plans and bases of salvation for different 
ages (although this is by no means represents the normative Dispensational view). 


On the negative side of the ledger, however, while properly acknowledging the above 
mentioned common elements in terms of God’s historic relationship and dealings with 
humanity, Covenant Theology fails to observe important dispensational distinctions that 
are also an important part of the overall picture. To simply state that the Covenant of 
Grace covers all of Bible History from the Fall of Man unto the Second Coming is a vast 
oversimplification that fails to recognize that God has dealt with Man in accordance with 
different, distinct, recognizable economies and administrations. This is why Covenant 
theologians fail to properly distinguish between Israel and the Church, and speak of 
Israel as the Old Testament Church and the Church as the New Israel. Thus, all of the 
Old Testament unconditional promises made unto national Israel, including highly 
detailed, specific land promises (Gen. 15:18-21) are simply spiritualized away and 
allegorized out of existence. Likewise, as observed above within subsection XI.A., 
Theonomists, failing to regard important dispensational distinctions, have no difficulty in 
seeking to impose Old Testament-style theocratic institutions upon modern non-lsraelite 
peoples. This same sort of blurred thinking has, unfortunately, historically brought about 
all sorts of often well-intended but, nonetheless, highly injurious civil abuses, which 
have only served to embarrass God’s Church. 


The Church, as a new and distinct entity which Christ said that He would build (Matt. 
16:18), did not begin until the Day of Pentecost, and is clearly distinguished from the 
nation of Israel: 


1 Cor. 10:32: "Give no offense either to Jews or to Greeks or to the church of 
God..." 


Also cross-reference in this regard Rom. 10:1 and 11:1-29. 


The Church, as an organic entity, could have no living universal Head, nor could it 
consist of Spirit-gifted Members, until after the Resurrection and Ascension of Christ 
(Eph. 1:20-23, 4:7-12). Thus, the Church simply could not have existed in the previous 
ages of Moses, David, or Elijah. 


Furthermore, while the OT did anticipate the conversion, redemption, and ingathering of 
the Gentile Nations (cf. Gen. 12:3; Isa. 42:6, 49:6), it did not foresee the form which this 
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would take; namely, the joining of Jew and Gentile into one spiritual body. This, Paul 
tells us, was a mystery that had not been revealed unto the fathers (also cf. Col. 1:24- 
27): 


Eph. 3:4-6: By referring to this, when you read you can understand my insight 
into the mystery of Christ, which in other generations was not made known to the 
sons of men, as it has now been revealed to His holy apostles and prophets in the 
Spirit; to be specific, that the Gentiles are fellow heirs and fellow members of 
the body, and fellow partakers of the promise in Christ Jesus through the 
gospel...” 


Eph. 2:13-16: “But now in Christ Jesus you who formerly were far off have been 
brought near by the blood of Christ. For He Himself is our peace, who made both 
groups into one and broke down the barrier of the dividing wall, by abolishing in 
His flesh the enmity, which is the Law of commandments contained in ordinances, 
so that in Himself He might make the two into one new man, thus establishing 
peace, and might reconcile them both in one body to God through the cross, by it 
having put to death the enmity.” 


Thus, it should be abundantly clear that the Church is not Israel and that Covenant 
Theology has vastly oversimplified matters, and has been unduly insensitive with regard 
to dispensational distinctives. Furthermore, it has engaged in an unacceptable 
hermeneutic as it pertains unto the eschatological implications associated with the 
various Biblical Covenants. 


Dispensational Theology. 


Like Covenant theologians, orthodox Dispensational thinkers affirm that Human 
salvation has always been in harmony with the principle of by grace through faith, in 
accordance with the expressed nature of His revelation. However, unlike Covenant 
theologians, Dispensationalists take seriously and recognize the fact that God has 
worked in different periods under distinctly different recognizable dispensations, 
economies, or administrations. In fact, the term dispensation is Scripturally derived, 
taken from the Greek term oikonomia, which refers unto the management of a 
household, or stewardship. The term is found in such diverse places as Luke 16:1-2 and 
Eph. 1:10. It has been observed that in Eph. 1:10 and Eph. 3:2, 9, Paul refers to three 
distinct dispensations: one that is yet to be (1:10), and a present administration that had 
been a mystery in the past era of Law (Eph. 3:2, 9). Likewise, other Scriptures 
distinguish amongst dispensations: 


John 1:17 For the Law was given through Moses; grace and truth were realized 
through Jesus Christ. 


133 


Rom. 6:14 For sin shall not be master over you, for you are not under law but under 
grace. 


In the Dispensationalist perspective, Man is given the role of steward or administrator 
within whatsoever particular economy or dispensation he happens to be living (Luke 
16:1-2). His assigned role and obligation is to render obedience unto whatever 
expression of Divinely ordained dispensational responsibility is required of him, in order 
to please God. 


It is evident that economies and dispensations change, and that God has not dealt with 
every era in the same fashion. Clearly, for example, Church Age believers are not 
bound to follow the Mosaic food restrictions (Acts 10:10-15), and likewise, we no longer 
offer animal sacrifices. On the same basis, OT theocratic principles no longer apply. 


Various classic Dispensational thinkers (Watts, Darby, Scofield), while affirming the 
general principle, have chosen to outline the particular dispensations in different ways. 
A popular division is as follows: 


1. Innocence: From the Creation of Adam unto his Fall. 

2. Conscience: On the basis of Rom. 2:15, the idea is that God dealt with man from 
Eden to the Flood via his conscience. 

3. Government: Following the Deluge, until the time of the Patriarchs, the emphasis 
is upon the provisions of the Rainbow Covenant. 

4. Promise: The Patriarchal Period, unto the time of Moses; Man was to walk in 
faith in accordance with God’s revelation. 

5. The Law of Moses: Binding from Sinai unto the Death of Christ. 

6. Grace: From Pentecost unto the Second Coming. 

7. Millennium: The 1,000 year Messianic Kingdom. 


Another key feature associated with Dispensationalism, as we have previously 
observed in Subsection XI.A. of the present treatise, is its fidelity unto Biblical Literalism, 
which is to say, it consistently observes the principle of interpreting prophetic material in 
accordance with the same normal methods of interpretation that one would employ 
elsewhere, in interpreting other literature. In as much as those prophecies concerning 
our Lord’s First Advent were fulfilled in an essentially literal manner, there is no reason 
to suspect that those which will attend His Second Coming should in any way 
dramatically differ. 


While it may be historically true that some Dispensationalists have been given unto 
extremes (including the Ultradispensationalists, who would do away with the 
Ordinances), and that some have been less than cautious in their approach towards the 
concepts of law (sounding almost antinomian, in being unduly negative towards the 
general concept) and grace (in treating it as something essentially operative only during 
the Church Age), it must nonetheless be maintained that the adoption of the principles 
of the Dispensational approach is absolutely essential if we are to rightly divide the 
Word of Truth. 
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Xil. FUTURE LIFE. 


A. Give Scripture for the judgment and reward of believers. 


The final salvation of a believer is never in question, due to the finished work of Christ 
upon the Cross (John 19:30) and the security of God’s promises (Rom. 8:31-39). True 
Believers will most certainly not appear at the fearful Great White Throne Judgment at 
the end of the Millennial Age (Rev. 20:11-15)—which is exclusively a Judgment of the 
Damned. With regard to believers, in accordance with Rom. 8:1, “there is now no 
condemnation for those who are in Christ Jesus.” The Judgment of Believers, therefore, 
is not a Judgment unto Condemnation. 


The believer will, however, appear at the Bema Seat (a term applied to the raised 
judicial platforms of antiquity) Judgment following the Rapture (note that the Elders of 
Rev. 4:4, 10—representational of the Church—are already wearing their crowns of 
reward in Heaven, at the outset of the Great Tribulation; also cf. Rev. 19:8), where the 
issue is not salvation (1 Cor. 3:15), but rather, of reward (or, consequently, deprivation 
or loss of reward—again, as contrasted with the case of the man who loses his very 
soul; Matt. 16:26), based upon the believer’s personal expression of faithfulness during 
his earthly pilgrimage. That this aforesaid judgment is a Believer’s Judgment is further 
emphasized by the fact that those who shall appear in this forum indeed possess a 
Foundation, which is Jesus Christ (I Cor. 3:11). The question is, then, what, precisely, 
was subsequently bui/t upon that foundation? 


1 Cor. 3:12-15: Now if any man builds on the foundation with gold, silver, precious 
stones, wood, hay, straw, each man's work will become evident; for the day will show 
it because it is {to be} revealed with fire, and the fire itself will test the quality of 
each man's work. If any man's work which he has built on it remains, he will receive a 
reward. If any man's work is burned up, he will suffer loss; but he himself will be 
saved, yet so as through fire. 


2 Cor. 5:10: For we must all appear before the judgment seat of Christ, so that each 
one may be recompensed for his deeds in the body, according to what he has done, 
whether good or bad. 


Rom. 14:10: But you, why do you judge your brother? Or you again, why do you regard 
your brother with contempt? For we will all stand before the judgment seat of God. 


Rewards are spoken of in various passages as “crowns:” 


2 Tim. 4:8: "...in the future there is laid up for me the crown of righteousness, 
which the Lord, the righteous Judge, will award to me on that day; and not only to 
me, but also to all who have loved His appearing.” 
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James 1:12 Blessed is a man who perseveres under trial; for once he has been 
approved, he will receive the crown of life which {the Lord} has promised to those 
who love Him. 


Rev. 2:10 “Do not fear what you are about to suffer. Behold, the devil is about to 
cast some of you into prison, so that you will be tested, and you will have 
tribulation for ten days. Be faithful until death, and I will give you the crown of 
life." 

The subject of rewards is also addressed in Paul’s discourse on running the race in | 


Cor. 9:24-27. John, likewise, addresses the issue of potential forfeiture of rewards, and 
the accompanying genuine sense of loss and shame that attends such forfeiture: 


2 John 1:8 Watch yourselves, that you do not lose what we have accomplished, 
but that you may receive a full reward. 


1 John 2:28 Now, little children, abide in Him, so that when He appears, we may 
have confidence and not shrink away from Him in shame at His coming. 


Rev. 22:12: "Behold, I am coming quickly, and My reward is with Me, to render to 
every man according to what he has done.” 


A balance should regulated in discussing this topic: the joys of Heaven (Rev. 21:4), 
certainly, cannot be allowed to be transformed into the fires of Hell, but yet, our earthly 
discipleship truly matters, and the depravation discussed above must therefore be 
regarded as both real and significant. 


In the end, the holy purpose of this involves the final purification and perfection of God’s 
Church in preparation for her unveiling as the Bride of Christ (Eph. 5:26-27; Rev. 19:7- 
8). 


Phil. 1:6: For I am confident of this very thing, that He who began a good work in 
you will perfect it until the day of Christ Jesus. 


In the meantime, we should be mindful of the fact that our present lives are to be taken 
seriously, with an eye towards that which is ultimately rea/ and eternal. 


On a final note, let us assert that none of this has the slightest thing to do with the 
Romanist’s dreadful doctrine of Purgatory (a hell-like condition and purgation allegedly 
experienced by Christians, to which these Texts are misapplied), which is linked to 
Rome’s concept of Penance, and which constitutes a denial of the Finality of the 
Atonement (John 19:30, | John 1:7). 
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B. Give the importance, the times, and the groups of the 
resurrection of the dead. Cite Scripture. 


As we have discussed in our prior discourse on the errors that attend both 
Postmillennialism and Amillennialism, let us again reiterate that the popular concept of a 
single, universal, “General Resurrection” is a vast oversimplification and fiction which 
fails to properly take into account the complexities and subtleties that are found within 
the Word of God. Due to the fact that God’s complex dealings with Humanity over the 
ages have involved varying discernable dispensations, epochs, and covenant 
relationships, there are consequently recognizable divisions and distinctions amongst 
the human race (Old Testament Believers, New Testament believers, Israel and the 
Church, Tribulation Era believers, the children of the Millennial Age, etc.) that must be 
dealt with on an individual basis. This principle extends also unto the matters of 
Judgment and Resurrection, in which the aforesaid chronological, covenantal, and 
dispensational distinctions amongst the people of God find their due and proper 
expression and realization. 


While the unnatural compression of Biblical events into one grand and general episode 
may serve to satisfy the demands of Covenant Theology with its broadly painted, 
simplistic stress upon the “One People of God,” it should be remembered that the great 
matter of emphasis in God’s dealings with Humanity is not simply the matter of human 
salvation, per se (which would seem to be the prevailing accent of Covenant Theology), 
but rather, as the Dispensational Theologians have correctly observed, the Glory of 
God. God’s dealings with Mankind in the complex manner that He has so chosen brings 
greater glory unto Himself and is therefore to be joyously affirmed and embraced by His 
People—even if it all does slightly “inconvenience” us by making our eschatological 
studies somewhat more complicated, requiring that the prospective student diligently 
engage in a comparative analysis and classification of the biblical data. 


With those foundations in mind, we might set the stage for what follows by appealing 
first unto the great Pauline Resurrection discourse of | Cor. 15:22-24: 


"For as in Adam all die, so also in Christ all will be made alive. But each in his own 
order: Christ the first fruits, after that those who are Christ's at His coming, then 
comes the end, when He hands over the kingdom to the God and Father, when He has 
abolished all rule and all authority and power.” 


The word “order” in v. 22 is the Greek word tagma (Tayya), which, according to Thayer, 
refers unto “that which has been arranged,” or “placed in order,” such as “a body of 
soldiers, a corps,” or a band, troop, or class. Thus, it is a term that has military 
connotations, suggesting here the idea of units passing in a prescribed order. Barnes: 


The word tagma usually relates to military order or array; to the arrangement of a cohort, or 
band of troops; to their being properly marshalled with the officers at the head, and every man 
in his proper place in the ranks. Here it means that there was a proper order to be observed in 
the resurrection of the dead. 
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Christ, in reference to the Old Testament Feast of First Fruits (Lev. 23:10), is the first in 
this prescribed order, and thus anticipates that great Harvest which is to come. No one 
has preceded Him in glorification (John 3:13), and His Resurrection serves for us as a 
promise and an indication and of our own resurrection experience (Phil. 3:20-21). 


Second, “after that,” in its proper order, comes “those who are Christ's at His coming,” 
referring unto His People, who like Him, shall put on immortality (I Cor. 15:53). As we 
shall soon see, in light of further Scriptural analysis, this “First Resurrection,” as it is 
referred to in Rev. 20:6, or “resurrection of life (John 5:29)” embraces within itself an 
extended period of time, as well as several diverse companies of Believers. 


After this “comes the end,” which can only refer to the end of the Millennial Kingdom 
and the final Resurrection unto judgment described in Rev. 20:11-14. Here, Death, the 
last enemy, is destroyed (cf. | Cor. 15:26, Rev. 20:14), and of course, as many have 
observed, with no more death can come no more resurrections! 


With regard to Judgment, it is the destiny of all men to be judged and examined (Heb. 
9:27). With regard to the elect of God, Christ has taken our condemnation unto Himself 
(Rom. 8:1). However, as outlined in the previous section of this paper (XII.A.), believers 
face a judgment of our works (Rom. 14:10), not with reference to our salvation and 
eternal destiny, but with regard unto our crowns and level of reward. It can be inferred 
through the Church’s experience that all true believers of every dispensation must 
ultimately face their own Bema and time of examination, introspection, and perfection. 


The Judge whom all men must face is Jesus Christ (John 5:22, 27; Acts 10:42; Il Tim. 
4:1), whose Resurrection is indeed the proof that God will one day judge the world (Acts 
17:31). He makes a uniquely fitting Judge not only by virtue of His omniscient Deity, but 
by virtue of His having shared in our Humanity. 


Acts 17:30-31: "Therefore having overlooked the times of ignorance, God is now 
declaring to men that all people everywhere should repent, because He has fixed a 
day in which He will judge the world in righteousness through a Man whom He has 
appointed, having furnished proof to all men by raising Him from the dead." 


With this broad and basic framework in mind, in which the general ordering and 
distinction of resurrection events has been observed, let us now focus with greater 
detail upon the specific order of the resurrection of various particular classes of 
individuals. 


1. The Church. 


As we have previously observed within our remarks of Section XI (The Second 
Coming), with reference to our defense of the Dispensational Premillennialist 
eschatological scenario, no prophetic event must precede the Rapture (I Thess. 4:16- 
17) in the Prophetic Timetable. The Church Age is a mystery that was not revealed as 
such in the OT (Eph. 3:5-6). Again, as we have likewise previously stated, while it is true 
that the OT did certainly anticipate the conversion, redemption, and ingathering of the 
Gentile Nations (cf. Gen. 12:3; Isa. 42:6, 49:6), it did not foresee the form which this 
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would take; namely, the joining of Jew and Gentile into one spiritual body. This, Paul 
tells us, was a mystery that had not been revealed unto the fathers (Eph. 2:13-16; also 
cf. Col. 1:24-27), and which came about with Israel’s rejection of Messiah at His First 
Advent amongst them. The Church is, in no wise, represented within the Scriptures as 
being something that constitutes some new form or realized expression of the Davidic 
Kingdom (Acts 1:6-7), nor is the Church to be confounded in any manner with national 
Israel (| Cor. 10:32). The Church, rather, is that distinct entity, built by Christ (Matt. 
16:18; and thus, which had no OT antecedents), which had its beginnings in the world 
at Pentecost, and which shall be called out and removed from the world with the 
sounding of the Last Trump (I Cor. 15:52, | Thess. 4:16). 


We of the Church Age are taught to live in a state of continual readiness and be on the 
alert (| Thess. 5:6), knowing that the resurrection of the departed brethren of our 
dispensation—not to mention our own Rapture experience—could immanently occur at 
any given moment, without the fulfillment of any further signs or the enactment of any 
anticipated end-time events. In accordance with the Church’s status as a NT mystery, 
the Thessalonian Believers, who knew about the Day of Lord (| Thess. 5:2) from OT 
revelation (Isa. 2:2, 11-12), had to be informed by Paul about the mystery of the 
Rapture in | Thess. 4:13-18 (also cf. | Cor. 15:51-52). With regard to the Second 
Coming, various signs are given in such passages as Matt. 24, but none, strangely, are 
given unto us for the Rapture—an event that is separated from the Second Coming by 
seven years. Christians, therefore, are not to be running about searching for signs (Acts 
1:11), but rather, go about the task of fulfilling the Great Commission and living in 
immanent expectancy of His glorious arrival and of their own future translation into 
Glory, which could occur at any given moment (James 5:8). 


With regard to the Church, the Elect Lady, the Bride of Christ, as we compare Scripture 
with Scripture, it is evident that it is our distinct privilege to be the very first company 
amongst the redeemed of God to be raised unto glory (I Thess. 4:16-17) with the 
resurrection of our bodies (which is God’s ultimate will for Man, as signified by the 
corporeal resurrected state of Jesus; Luke 24:37-43), even prior to the raising of the OT 
saints. 


2. The Two Witnesses. 


In the midst of Daniel’s eschatological 70" Week, we see next the public vindication of 
the ministry of Two Witnesses (in all probability, Moses and Elijah; cf. Rev. 11:5-6, with 
regard to their distinctive signs and miracles) through their bodily resurrection from the 
dead, following their murder by the Antichrist: 


Rev. 11:11-12: But after the three and a half days, the breath of life from God 
came into them, and they stood on their feet; and great fear fell upon those who 
were watching them. And they heard a loud voice from heaven saying to them, 
"Come up here." Then they went up into heaven in the cloud, and their enemies 
watched them. 
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3. The Saints of the Old Testament. 


This elect group would consist of all OT believers from the time of righteous Abel (Gen. 
4:8) unto the dawn of the Church Age. Based upon the testimony of Daniel 12:1-3, it 
would appear that the time of their resurrection (and following in accordance with the 
implied pattern established by the Church, their Bema Judgment) is immediately 
following the Lord’s Second Advent, with the Dawn of the Millennial Kingdom. This 
group will then share in the privilege of special honor during the Millennium (Rev. 20:6). 


Dan. 12:1-3: "Now at that time Michael, the great prince who stands guard over 
the sons of your people, will arise. And there will be a time of distress such as 
never occurred since there was a nation until that time; and at that time your 
people, everyone who is found written in the book, will be rescued. Many of those 
who sleep in the dust of the ground will awake, these to everlasting life, but the 
others to disgrace and everlasting contempt. Those who have insight will shine 
brightly like the brightness of the expanse of heaven, and those who lead the 
many to righteousness, like the stars forever and ever.” 


4. The Martyred Believers of the Great Tribulation. 


These represent the Jewish martyrs and their Gentile converts who will die for the 
cause of Jesus during the Seven Year Tribulation Period. In Rev. 6:9-11 and 7:9-17, we 
see their souls in Heaven during this time. 


Rev. 7:13-14: Then one of the elders answered, saying to me, "These who are 
clothed in the white robes, who are they, and where have they come from?" I 
said to him, "My lord, you know." And he said to me, "These are the ones who 
come out of the great tribulation, and they have washed their robes and made 
them white in the blood of the Lamb." 


The time of their resurrection, in accordance with the collective evidence of Dan. 12:1-3, 
Rev. 7:14, and 20:4, is at the end of the Great Tribulation. It is perhaps simultaneous 
with that of the Old Testament Saints, who, as we have seen above, will also be raised 
at this time. 


5. Righteous Jewish and Gentile Converts of the Great Tribulation who enter into 
the Millennial Age in Mortality. 


Those Jews who pass under the rod (Ezek. 20:31-46), and who, following the purging 
out of the rebels, will enter into the joy of the Millennial Kingdom, as well as those 
righteous Gentiles who survive both Armageddon and the Judgment of the Sheep and 
the Goats of Matt. 25:31-46, must experience glorification at the end of the Millennium, 
with the coming of the Eternal State: 
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1 Cor. 15:50: Now I say this, brethren, that flesh and blood cannot inherit the 
kingdom of God; nor does the perishable inherit the imperishable. 


6. The raising up and final judgment of the unsaved dead of all ages. 


Rev. 20:11-15: Then I saw a great white throne and Him who sat upon it, from 
whose presence earth and heaven fled away, and no place was found for them. 
And I saw the dead, the great and the small, standing before the throne, and 
books were opened; and another book was opened, which is the book of life; and 
the dead were judged from the things which were written in the books, according 
to their deeds. And the sea gave up the dead which were in it, and death and 
Hades gave up the dead which were in them; and they were judged, every one of 
them according to their deeds. Then death and Hades were thrown into the lake 
of fire. This is the second death, the lake of fire. And if anyone's name was not 
found written in the book of life, he was thrown into the lake of fire. 


The time of this Judgment is at the close of the Millennium, following the disastrous 
rebellion of Gog and Magog, as the world of the Millennium prepares to gives way and 
transform unto the final perfection of the Eternal State. This resurrection unto 
condemnation is alluded to by our Lord in John 5:29 (Paul also testifies unto the 
resurrection of the lost in Acts 24:15). These are “the dead”’—as opposed to “the dead 
in Christ.” Sheol-Hades (Luke 16:23), the temporal abode of the unsaved, will give up its 
dead, and all of them that “stand” (a reference unto their resurrected state) before the 
Great White Throne will stand there condemned, in accordance with the record of their 
deeds, with none of their names being found within the Book of Life. They shall then be 
discharged unto their appointed place, unto the eternal fires of Gehenna, forever and 
ever (Matt. 25:46), in proportion to their wickedness and level of accountability (Luke 
12:47-48), without hope (Prov. 11:7), and without surcease of sorrow. 


Rev. 21:8: "But for the cowardly and unbelieving and abominable and murderers 
and immoral persons and sorcerers and idolaters and all liars, their part will be in 
the lake that burns with fire and brimstone, which is the second death." 
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